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GENTILES. 
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Of Reformed Philoſophie. 


BOOK III. 
Of- Divine Predetermination : 


herein the Nature of Divine Predetermination is fully 

licated and demonſtrated, both in the general, as 
Iſo more particularly, as to the ſubſtrate matter or 
- entitative 4G of Sin. 


— 


| CHAP. I 
The Explication of the Terms. 


43) The Origine of the controverſie about Predetermination to the en- 
 Ftatrve att of Sin, with the method we procede in. (2) The I 4- 
4ave of Sin, its Origine and material conſtitution ; al aft: in their 
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The Origine of the Controverſie. Book II]. bk, 


_ Yeneric nature indifferent : Al e Morality determined by the Morgl 
Law : Sin as to its formal reaſon a _privation : Of attuns modal 
and intrinſecally evil.” (3) The Libertie of the Wil : The new. 
coined diſftinition of Libertie, largely and ſtriftly taken, with it 
abuſe : A true Idea of Libertie. (4) Moral Libertie or Free.wil 
to good : Neceſſitie, Impoſſibolatee, Poſſubilitie what. (5,) The wil 
of God, its Diſtribmtion into Signific ative and Decretive. (6) Dj. 
vine Omcurſe, its Immediation, Ef acitie, and Predetermination . 
irigyne, inegyfir, beitur, mueiter, with the Natrre of Predeter. 
mination explicated, 


$.A4 HE Doctrine of Divine Concurſe, and Creatural De 
pendence has in al Ages of the Church, but more 
ſpecially ſince the riſe of Pelagianiſme, received 
vigorous aſſaults from many learned and potent 
Adverſaries : and indeed no wonder, ſithat corrupt Nature pro- 
pagated from Adam has, in imitation of its firſt parent, been 
ever aſpiring after an equality to the Deltie ;/ and that not only 
in being the lf End of its Acting, but alſo the firſt Principe of 
its Dependente:'. This vain atternt has appeared more viſhly 
in ſome daring and proud ſpirits, ſuch as Nebuchadnezar, Dan, 
4+ 30. Is not thu great Babylon that Thave buile, &c ?-But in others 
the Deſign and oppoſition againſt the Concurſe of God has been 
more refined, under a pretext of vindicating the Divine Majeſty 
from the blaſphemous imputation of being the Author of fin, 
And becauſe al pious Souls have ſo great a veneration for the 
Bieſkd-Deitie,. as. to abbor the very ſhadow of fych Blaſphemi 
therefore the Adverſaries of Divine Concutſe have'in al Ay 
itcht on this as the _—_— a nt to © the 
hat it brings the moſt holy and bleſſed Ged under the Hlack im. 
putation of encouraging, yea impelling mento.Sin. And atbeit 
thoſe that aſſert Gods efficacious Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
or entitative act of ſin, do molt vehemently deteſt in their own 
ſouls, and ſolemnly proteſt againſt the eaſt thought or opinion 
that makes God the Author of ſin, yet nevertheleſs this. direful 
iece of blaſphetie is {til: chacged on-them. "Moreover, there 
ing in this Doctrine of Efficacious Concurſe (as in al other 
Myfteries of Faith) ſome intricate difficulties, which the: 
wiſe God has left us under, to tric our faith and ſnbmifſion to 
divine Revelation; hence alſo many learned , and ſome pious 
men 


haps The Method of ow Procedure. 
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men. have been at a great loſs in their Inquiries, how to reconcile 
the Libertic of the human Wil with the Efficace of Divine Con- 
curſe, ſo as to free the bleſſed God from the imputation of im- 

ling men to Sin. Theſe and ſuch like conſiderations made 
me the more prolixe in the philoſophic metaphyſic contempla- 
tion of the Divine Concurſe, its Nature, Origine, and manner of 
working, particularly as to the entxrarive att of what is ſinful; 

ether with the creatures Dependence thereon : which I have 
more fully diſcuſſed, Comre of the Gentdles, Chap. 7, g, 11. with 


_ deſign and endeayours, if it might be, to give the bleſſed God 


and his ſinful Creature both their dues, and remove thoſe ex- 
tremes which men are apt to fal into, 


But theſe my ſincere deſires and endeavours have not had that 7h methel of 
Tucceſs which was deſired ; which brings me'under a freſh obligati- procedure. 


on to vindicate mine own Hypotheſis, touching the efficacions con- 
curſe of God to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative att of what s ſinful. 1 
muſt confeſs,the province before us is difficult on many accounts, 
but principally, becauſe whiles we endeayour to defend the Con- 
curſe and Providence of God about the entitative act of fin, it is 
ſoggeſted by ſome, and believed by others,that we make the holy 
God the Author of ſir, which is the dregs of blaſphemie, and 
that which every ſerious ſpirit abhors more than Hel. Yet we 
feed no way to dout, but that, with divine aſliftance, we may 
firmly aſſert and demonſtrate the efficacitie of Divine concurſe to 
the material entitative act of that which is ſinful, and yet fully 
yindicate the Divine Majeſtie from that blaſphemous Imputati- 
on of being the Author of fin. And for our more diſtinct and 
demonſtrative procedure herein, we propoſe this method or form 
as moſt apt for the ſubject mater before us. (1) To examine 
and explicate the Terms formally implied in, or virtually rela- 
tingto, the ſubject in controverſie. (2) To ſhew wherein the 
oppoſite parties agree, and wherein they differ both amang them. 
ſelves and each from other ; together with the original and prin- 
cipal motives, grounds, and cauſes of ſuch Differences. (3) To 
give a Scriptural Explication and Demonſtration of our own Hy- 
potheſis, touching Gods efficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater of that which is ſinful; with an anſwer to thoſe falſe 
gloſſes and comments, which our Adverſaries the Jeſuites, Ar- 
minians, and ſome new Methodiſts give to thoſe Scriptures for 


the evading the force of them. (4) Todraw up a brief Hiſto. 
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rie or Narrative of this controverſie, and its ſtate in al periods 
of the Chriſtian Churches to this day. (yg) To give the De. 
monſtration of our Hypotheſis from Reaſons no on Scrip. 
ture, with the Vindication of thoſe Reaſons from the ungroung. 
ed invalid anſwers given to them by our opponents, Str angi 
and others. (6) To ſolveand anſwer the Objections urged by 
thoſe that oppoſe our Hypotheſis, particularly Strangiue, Bare. 
nius, Le Blanc, with others. (7) And finally, to lay down the 
proper Sentiments and Hypotheſes of the Orthodoxe about thig 
ſubje&t, in oppoſition to thoſe falſe Opinions which their Ag, 
verſaries charge upon them : as alſo to produce the proper opj. 
nions of the adverſe party, and the dangerous conſequences that 
naturally and neceſſarily flow from them. 


the explication $- 2. Our firſt and indeed principal task, in order to a clear 
of the Termes. and demonſtrative procedure in this controverſie, wil be, tocx, 


plicate the termes, and diſabuſe them from thoſe ambiguities, 
confuſions, and falſe impoſitions, in which at preſent they are 
involved. And here indeed I cannot but break forth into a 
doleful Lamentation over the bleeding ſtate of the Churches of 
Chriſt, by reaſon of thoſe vexatious controverſies which rend 
and tear out their very bowels, and al from the ſophiſtic abuſe 
or Ambiguitie of termes. And I no way dout but to make it 
moſt manifeſt, when opportunitie is offered, that moſt of the 
controverſies of this Age are fomented and maintained from the 
obſcuritie and abuſe of termes miſapplyed by ſubtile wits, for. 
the eſtabliſhment of their own Hypotheſes. This is molt evi- 
dent in our preſent caſe, which makes it a duty abſolutely ne- 
ceſſary, Þefore-we enter on our province, to clear up the way 
by a diſtin and particular explication of thoſe termes that re- 
late thereunto, 

The firſt Ferme we are to conſider is Si: -- wherein we are to- 
examine its Origne, Cauſes, Conſtitution , both materia! and formal, 
and Knds ; particularly the nature of Afts ſubſtantially or intrin-. 
ſecallyſinful : al which we ſhal diſcuſſe with that Brevitie and Per- 
ſpicuitie the mater wil admit. 1. As for the Orsgine of. Sin, it 
came firſt into the world from the Defe&t:bilirie of our firſt Parents. 
their Free-wil , and has.been ever {ince maintained and fomented 


- by the m_ of human nature depraved by Adams ſin, as we 
c 


have copioſely demonſtrated, Corurt Gent, P.4, B,1, c, 4» $. 2. and. 


Philoſ. Gen. P, 1. |. $«c.3. ſek.4. $.3. ; 
2, Sin;. 
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Chapt; . -- The Explication of the Termer, © z 
** 2, Sin, as to its material conſtitution, has for its ſubſtrate mater 2. 1s ſubſtrare 
or ſubject ſome natural good : For al ſin being, as to its formal 7«#- 
nature, but a mora! privation or relation, it neceſſarily requires 
ſome natural.good as its ſubſtrate mater or ſubje&. The wiſe 
Creator and Gubernator of althings has by his Law ſo conſtituted 
al moral Beings, both Virtues and Vices, as that they cannot ſub. 
iſt but in ſomething nat#ral : albeit ſin be, according, to its for- 
mal reaſon, a mere privation, yet it requires ſome poſitive, real 
natural Being for its ſubjeq, according to the nature of al other 
privations, Thus Auguſtin : That which i evil by reaſon of vice, Quod maturn 
# good by nature. Again he faith, That ſin is not nature, but eſt per vitium, 
the vice of nature. And that trite Maxime communly received bonum eſt per 
by al the Anciettts, That al evil is fonnded in ſome good, i.e naty- Pram, Age 
ral , ſufficiently demonſtrates this our aſſertion. Thus Au- —_ — 
guſtin, Encherid. 97. Aithough therefore things ſinful, as ſinful are _ - ? 
not good ;, yet not only that goed things, but alſo that ſinful be, us good : 
ze. things ſinful are good, not morally, but naturally, as means utile 
and conducible to the promoting of Divine glorie : for albeit 
they oppeſe the bonitie of the creature, yet materially conſidered 
they oppoſe not the bonitie of the Creator ; who can extract the 
eatelt good out of the greateſt evils. Doth it not then be- 
ng to the infinite bonitie of God, to- permit ſins to be ? Yea, 
doth not the ingreſſe of fin into-the wogld belong to the perfetion 
thereof? is not then the ſubſtrate mater thereof ſome natural 
ood ? This is wel demonſtrated by Suarez, Metaph. Diſput. 11. 
&. 3. p. 25,2. *Sin as ſin has a material cauſe, which is always 
«ſome good. So Auguſtin ſaith , That there can be no evil but in 
© r0od, becauſe if there were pure evil it would deſtroy wſelf : and the : 
Greaſon is, becauſe ſin, as to its formal cauſe, is-not purely poſi — cf. 
<tive, or a pure negation , but a privation of debite perfeQion, ,*. _ 
therefore it requires a ſubject unto which ſuch a perfection is fe&umaurpec 
«due; which ſubjet muſt be ſome good, &c. Yea, Strangins catum, aur ul- 
himſelf, our principal Adverſary in this.Controverſie, grants in lum peccatum 
this particular as much as we demand, pag. 629, That it i abſurd — | 
to ſay, any ſin or defeft can exiſt of itſelf , ſuhat there can be no. ſepa: nc ng —_ 
rate evil, but al evil s [{eated] in good, Yea, he ingenuoully con- nullum detur 
feſſeth, pag. 245. That hatred of God, [which is an action intrinſe- ſeparartum ma- 
cally l]- it is an Att and Being , ſo it is from God, namely as it is —_ OE 
hatred. For, adds he, So hatred truly , as it ts abſtraFed from this —_ _ = 
or: that objett is a phyſic ation , to which the metapiyſic bonitte of ow de Yalv Pa D 
619, þ.629.. 
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tans ets I ” : Po, ds of uy. 
Al AD th their generic. werure Ivdiferent. 
or Being agrees, and it is morally indifferent ,, but av'it is determing 
ro God, "9% + its Eyoula, Obliquitie. T his conceſſion of Str angiy 
if wel conſidered, would not only overthrow his own Antitheſ 
againſt our Hypotheſis, but alſo put a period to this Controyerſie 
as in what follows we ſhal demonſtrate, Chap. 6. 5. 1, ; 
3. But the principal thing to be examined in the explication of 
ſin is its formal Conſtitution or Reaſon , which we ſhal endeavour to 
Al Afts in their Manifeſt in the following Propoſitions. (1) Al human aft; cop. 
gmeric nature ſidered in their generic phyſic Entite or natural Being, abſtratted from 
#ndiffwerts their moral conſtitution , are neither good nor evil, but morally indif}e. 
| rent, Al moral Beings or Acts are ſeated, & idlg gvow, » pro 
nature,as Cyril; neither can they exiſte without that proper nature 
whereunto they are appendent. There is no virtue or vice which 
has not ſomething of nature for its ſubject and ſeat: it's true, 
there may be nature where there is no moralitie, yet there cannor 
be moralitie where there is not ſome nature to ſuſtain the ſame. 
Now al human nature, as alfo al natural Afts conſidered in their 
generic natural Idea, albeit capable of virtue or vice, yet are in 
themſelves morally indifferent. Al thoughts, words and aCtions 
® conſidered phyſically and abſtractly, without regard to their mo: 
EA. ral determination by the Wil and Law of God, are neither good 
nor evil, For Moralitie is a mode not phyſically or intrinſecally 
inherent in human acts , but appendent to them from the deter. 
mination of the Divine Law : The very acts of loving and hating 
God, conſidered in their generic, phyſic and entitative nature, as 
abſtrafted from the moral relation they have to their objett , are 
morally neither good nor evil ; becauſe moral Bonitie and Vitio- 
ſitie are differences of human aCts merely accidental or modal, as 
Smarez and other Scholemen generally grant. Thus much Stran. 
gies frequently grants; as pag. 158. he ſaith, That moral Bonitie 
Adtio ſcorfim and Vitiofitie are accidents # natural Actions. So pag. 875. The 
le & phty- 4fÞion conſidered apart and phyſically is morally indifferent , neither 
ra. indi may it be leſſe ſubjett to virtue than to vice. Hence, 
eſt. moraliter, (2) Al Moralitie and moral Ats,whether good or evil,recerve their 
nec minds vir- (onſtitution and Determination from the moral Divine Law, This 
tuti quam vitio Hypotheſis is defended by Scots, and other Schokemen, and that 
-— ——_ P*- onthe higheſt reaſons: For the Divine Wil is theſapreme mea- 
41 moral con. Tore and rule of al Juſtice and SanCtitie : Things are therefore 
ftitution from julb and good becauſe God wils them; and whatever God wils 
tbe DivineLaw. is fcr that very reaſon, becauſe God wils it, good and juſt. mo 
ore 
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FS that 10 pr pet OO by _ learned men, That 
the reaſons 0 evil are et is of dangerous conſequence, 
{ albei hack ſomewhat of Truth (as other errors have) mixed 
with it : we grant, thatin things morally good, there is a natw- 
ral condecence Or congrmtie to human nature, even antecedent to 
the Divine wil and conſtitution. As on ſuppoſition of mans be- 
ing created, he immediately falls under a neceſſary and eſſential 
dieation of loving God, hating ſin, &c. Theſe are dutiey 
raturally congruous, yea morally neceſſary to human nature. 
Whence it is, that Divines uſually determine, That Original 
Righteouſneſs was natural to Adam, i. e. molt condecent, congru- 
ous, and morally neceſſary to his Nature. Yet all this binders 
not, but that the formal Determination of al Morals ariſe from 
the free conſtitution of the Divine wil and Law. The Law of 
God is the great Expanſim or firmament, which God has ſpread 
over the rational world, whereby al Mankind are moderated and 
regulated in al their moral Afts, and by which they ſhall be at 
laſt day judged : whence it neceſſarily follows, that al moral con- 
ſitution muſt procede hence, as we have more amply demon- 
ſtrated, Court Gentiles, P. 4. B. 1.c. 2. $.1, 2. Thus alſo Yoetins, 
Diſput. Theolog. Par. 1. de jure & juſtit. Probl. 10, p. 351. proves, 
That the divine wil is the fountain and rule of al Goodneſs. So much 
alſo Stranguw grants us, p. 8g. namely, That, as whatever i true 
# therefore true, becauſe conform to the firſt Truth; ſo whatever is 
. good, 1s therefore good, becauſe conform to the firſt Goodneſs : and «s 
the Truth of God belongs to his Intellet, ſo Goodneſs to his Wil. 
The like Mr. Baxter, Catholick, Theolog. Part 1.p. 100. Al crea- 
ted Fuftice and Holineſs is ſuch, 1. &. good (for goodneſs is their eſſence ) 
becanſe Gods efficient wil made them ſo, Hence, 
' (3) The formal reaſon or nature of Sin conſiſts in its being a De- 
ordination, or Tranſpreſſion of the Dvvine Law. This Propoſition 
is fully ſtated and demonſtrated in Sacred Philoſophie, as we 
haye copioſely proved, Court Gent.P. 4.B. r.c. 4.9. t. and Philoſ. 
General, P. 1.1. 3. C. 3.S.4. $. 1. fo that it requires not further 


Explication or Demonſtration. ' Hence, 


t1.-dl Ateral Conflitution from the Divine Lav. 
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(4) Sin as to its formal conſtitution and nature is not a poſitive $;1 as to its 


. veal Being , but privative. This Hypotheſis has found general forma! nature 2 
aſſent to.1t among al the Ancients both Pagan Philoſophers and ?!#v=t/on- 


Chriſtians, excepting ſomefew, Marcion and Manes, with others. 
I”s true, the Mavichees held Sin robe 4 poſitive Being, and they 
. took 


' 83u as to its formal nature a privation. Book I 
took up principes ſuited thereto, namely, That there were two firs 
Beings or Cauſes, one of good, the other of evil : But the ſober Phil 
phersand Chriſtians abhorred ſuch ſentiments. Simplicius on &yi. 
thetus, C. 34. P. 171. has anexcellent Diſcourſe to prove that ſin i; 
not in the nature of Beings, but &-yalli gignoes, 4 privation of Good, 
which we have largely explicated, Phs/of. Ger. P. 1.1. 3. c. 3.5. 4 
$. 2, And this was generally aſſerted by the Greek and Latin Fa. 
thers. Thus the ſpurious Dionyſi: aſſures us, that Sin muſt neceſſe 
rily be, wg. vlw gioiy, wage 7lw vnbrecy, without nature, withou 

ſiſtence, S0 Greg, Nyſſen. «yvwagurhy iss xall iavrd 1 xexia, Sin 
5s an inſubſiſtent Being, or privation. And it was a general con- 
cluſion in the Greek Scholes, that ſin reſulted, dweolg d:yeb3, from 
the abſence of good, as darkyeſs ”_ the abſence of light. Thus alſo 
among the Latins, Auguſtin allerted, that Sin was not Nature, but 
the evil of Nature. Again: the Amiſſion of Good bas taken up the 
name of Sin. And Strangius, who is our principal adverſary in 
this controverſie, yet /. 1. c. 13. p. 97, &c. he ſtrongly demon. 
ſtrates this Hypotheſis, That the formal reafon of ſin conſiſts in Pri. 
vation. This 1 conceive deſerves a particular remarque, becauſe 
ſome late Authors, and thoſe not of inferior note, make great 
uſe of this Antitheſis, namely, That Sin is «4 to its formal nature 
poſitive, as their chief engine to oppoſe our general Hypotheſis, 
rouching God; efficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of that which 
# ſinful. They tel us, that Sin, as to its forme, is not a mere priva 
tion, but a moral Relation, which has ſo much Realitie a3 a relats 
on. But to obviate al miſtakes and verbal conteſts, we grant, 
#1] That Sin may be termed a moral privetive relation, Or rather, 
relative privation, as it is a tranſgreſſion of, and ſo muſt have re. 
lation to, the Moral Law. [_2”] That Sin is not a mere nothing, 
but has ſome kind of logsc poſitivitie or notional entitie, lo far asto 
render it capable of being the terme of a Propoſition, as we have 
more fully ſhewen, Philoſ. Ger. P. 1. 1.3. Cc. 3. $,4. $. 2. But, 
[3]. We may not yield, that Sin is a moral poſitive Relation, 
much leſs a poſitive a&t or real Being, ſuchas .is the term of a 
natural produCtion : For ſuch a perſwaſion wil neceſſarily force 
men to grant, that God u« the Author of Sin, or to hold with the 
Manichees, that there are two firſt Cauſes, one of good and the other 


evil. 

4- Touching .the kinds of ſinful Aftions, that. which princi- 
pally concerns our preſent controverſie is the diſtinftion 0 ona 
Actions, 
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(1) By aQions modally evil they generally underſtand ſuch as are 4ions modally 
ſabſtantially good,yet have ſome modal accidental vitioſitie or ſin. ##j4- 
fulneſs appendent to them. Such are al the ſincerely pious adts of 
good men in this imperfect ſtate ; which have an evangelic per- 
feftion and goodneſs in them, yet mixed with much corruption 
and imperfection. For ſuch is the profunde myſterious wiſdom 
of God, that he permits a mixture of ſin even with the beſt good 
works 6n this {ide Heaven, thereby to render the methods of 
his Grace the more illuſtrious: ſo that the ſame AR, which is in 
evangelic eſtimation ſincerely good, is alſo modally ſinful and im- 
perfect. Thus Srrangine, |, 2.C, g. p. 205. Sithat al tranſereſſion of 
the Law ts fin, men ſin both by doing what us forbidden, as alſo by down 
what is commanded, if not in that manner as commanded : Aoain, both 
by not doing what is commanded, as alſo by abſtaining from a. 3 6s for- 
bidden, if they abſt ain not in a regular manner. Thus oft it comes to 
paſe, that the attion may be good according to the ſubſtance of the work, 
and yet evil as to the mode of afting. As for example; to give Almes 
to the poor is 4 work ſubſt antially good, yet if it procede not from Faith 
and (haritie, and reſpett to the glorie of God, it is evil as to the mode 
of ating. Thus Srrangius. But I adde, that the beſt works of Un- 
believers are ſubſtantially evil, in that they have nothing of ſincere . 
good in them ; but ful of hatred of God ; and the belt works of 

jons ſouls in this imperfeCt ſtate are modally eyil, becauſe they 
vea tincture of vitioſitie app2ndent to them, 
- (2) By Actions #ntrinſecally ev, they generally underſtand Aims intrin» 
ſuck as being referred to and determincd by ſuch or ſuch an obs /#*4!ly evil. 
je, carrie in theman intrinſec vitioſitic and-malignitie ; ſo that 
whiles under ſuch a reference and determination they can never 
become good. And the commun inſtance js in hatred of God, 
and Blaſphemie. Not that thoſe aCts are in their phyſic material 
entitie. or ſubſtance ſinful, but only in their moral conſtitution 
and formal determination. or reference to their objet. Thus 
much is alſo acknowledged by Srrangins, I. 1. C. 13.p. 89, When, 
according to the commun ſentence, it 1s ſaid, that ſome alſo are in 
themſelves or intrinſecally evil , the atts are nat underſtood as ab- 
ftrafted from their Objetd, but as they refer to their objett, in regard 
; Har they have their vitioſitie — It ſerms to me, that the witio- 
ie, which is in the hatred of God, doth net belong to the material, 
C bt 


The Eibertie of 
the Wil, 
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but format of Sin. Which is an ingenuous confeſſion, and wil be 
of much ufe to us in what follows. At preſent we fhall 
remarque; that this notion of As intrinſecally evil, if duely ex. 
prnrond wil be of no uſe to our Opponents, albeit they ſeem to 
lay the moſt ſtreſs on it. For ['1] They grant, as Strangixe here, 
that the vitioſitie, which is in the hatred of God | and ſo in all other 
acts intrinſecally evil ] doth not belong to the material but formal 
of ſin : ſo that Gods concurſe to the material or ſubſtrate mater 
of ſin doth not ſuppoſe his concurſe to the formal obliquitie of 
ſin. [2] In afts ſmcerely but imperſetHy good, and mo lly evil, 
the ſubſtrate mater or material aft, which is both good and 
evil, is one and the ſame : now our Adverſaries grant Predeter. 
mination to the material aft as good :/how then can they denie 
predetermination to the ſame material entitative a&t which is 
evil, though not as ſuch ? But ofthis more hereafter, c. 5. 
$. 3. The next terme to be diſcuſſed by us is the Natuwrd 
Freedom, or Libertie of the Wil; which is indeed the hinge on 
which our whole controverſie turns, as our more intelligent Op. 
ponents confeſs. A reverend Divine, Cathol. Theologie, Part 3. 
p. 80. faith, 7 do readily confeſs, that, as the. ſum of al the contre. 
verſie is, Whether man bath truely any free-wil, &c. 1 do readily 
concur with him in this, That the » al the controveſie muſt be 
reſolved into this notion of free-wil; and therefore if we cannot 
make good our gronnd here, we mult neceſſarily fal under the 
efforrs of our Antagoniſts. And I muſt confeſs this conception 
has been deeply engraven on my thoughts, for twenty five years 
or more, that the whole of the Pelagian and Arminian contro- - 
verſie centers in this point, _ the Libertie of the Wil: 
and he that endeavours to remove thoſe maladies, but over- 
looks thoſe Pelagian infuſions that lie hid in the heart of Free- 
will, doth a&t but like the unskilfa] Phyſician, who, to remove 
an Hettick Feaver, endeavoured to cure the Itch, What made Dw 
rad drive Gods immediate Concurſe to human acts, but this 
perſwaſion, that it deſtroyeth the Libertie of the wil, and ſo 
makes God the Author of fin ? And what makes the Jeſuites de- 
_ wan gry may Farr like —_— perſwaſion? So 
Baronixz, in his s, Sett. 8. Difþ. 3. $. 79. p. 147. 

Here it was that the Pelacans of old took Bn? and un- 
der the ſhadow of this. terme Free-wi/conceled al their venimons. 
Infuſions: here, by their ſophiſtic logic and ambiguous cloudy 

diſtintions, 
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diſtintions, they fortified themſelves againſt the Defenders of 
Efficacious Grace. Thus Fanſenins, Auguſt. de Natur. Lapſ. Tom, 
2. 1. 4. C. 24. proves largely out of Auguſtine, that the principal 
fraud and cheat of the Pelagians lay in their philoſophic ballucination 
about natural free-wil, which they placed in Indifference , but Au- 
guſtine in 4 rational ſpontaneitie. Herein they are followed by the 
eſuites and Arminians, who indeed differ not ſcarcely one hairs 
dth from the Pelagians and _ Yea Baronixs, 
LC Rutherford rangeth among the Arminians) with conf 
ence maintains Bellarmines definition of Libertie, as juſtifiable 


and;orthodoxe, Meraphyſ. Sect. 12.p. 285. 


But other of our Antagoniſts, Strangues, Le Blanc, &c. per. The new coined 
ceiving that our Reformed Divines have generally placed Natural */infion of 


Libertie in a Rational Spontaneity,, and fo preſumed, that volwn- 


tary neceſſitie ts very wel conſiſtent therewith, hence they have found taken, 


out an artificial diſtintion for the reconciling the Calvins/ts with 
the Zeſuites, Pelagians and Arminians : They diſtinguiſh Libertie, 
into that which # largely, or ſiriHly taken: and they confeſs , 
(1) That Libertie taken largely, as it is a perfetion of the Soul, 
Oit has one and the ſame notion with Rational Spontaneitie ; 
and ſuch is the Libertie of glorified Souls. This Libertie they 
make eſſential to the wil; of which ſee Srrangine, |. 3. c. 14. p. 
686. alſo p. 691, 702, 703. But, adde they, (2) There is alſo 
a bbertie ſtriftly ſo termed}, which conſiſts in the Indifrence 


_ of the wil to this or that object, alſo to aft or not to act : and 


this Libertie is moſt proper to this our imperfect ſtate, as Strar- 
gw, p. 188. 687.689. 711. So likewiſe Le Blanc, p. 435. and 
others. There were ſome firſt lines of this diſtinAtion drawn by 
Camero, who makes libertie ſtriftly ſo termed to be about the 
means, nt the end; yet his Notions about Libertie are tolerable, 
in that he makes Divine Predetermination conſiſtent with hu- 
man Libertie. But the firſt creator of this diſtinCtion touching 
a two-fold Libertie, among thoſe who owned the Synod of Dorr, 
was Strangine, who aſſerts a two-fold Libertie, one co din 
its own _ ich is eſſential to the wil, and the other as 
limited to lapſed man, which includes Indifference, &c. as in places 
above cited. 

What theſe new Methodiſts mean by this new-coined di- 
ſin&tion of Lbertie, unleſs it be a gratification to the mm, 
I cannot conjefture : Certain I am, that I never could find it 
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among the ancient Philoſophers, Primitive Fathers, Scholaſtic 
Theologues,or any other but theſe new Methodiſts or their SeQta. 
tors. Doany of the Greek Philoſophers make mention of any li. 
bertie,but what is eſſential to the wil and al human aCts? Can we 
find among the Greek Theologues any notices of this two-fold 
Libertie ? Yea do not the very Jeſuites herein concur with us, that 
Liberty is eſſential to al moral acts, both in the future, as wel 
as the preſent ſtate of the Soul ? ls not Libertie conſtituted þ; 
them and the Arminians as the foundation of al Moralitie ? Do 

not Amyraldus, de Libero Arbitrio, as wel as we, make Libertie 
properly taken eſſential to the wil and al its Acts? Of what 
uſe then can this diſtinftion of a two-fold Libertie be? Wil it 
ſatisfie the Pelagians, Jeſuites or Arminians ? No becauſe they 
al make Libertie ſtrictly taken eſſential to al Moral Afts. Or, 


wil it any way relieve the Calviniſts tn their conflicts both with- 


Jeſuites and Arminians, to ſay the wil is ſometimes free and 
ſometimes not? If it be ſuppoſed, that Indifference be eſſen. 
tial to libertie in this imperfect ſtate, wil it not then be replied 
by Pelagians and Arminians, that the wil is not, according to 
theſe new Methodiſts, free in Converſion, becauſe not indiffe. 
rent ? It were not difficult to demonſtrate, how invalid this new. 
coined diſtinttion of Libertie is, and unapt to reach thoſe ends 
for which it was deſigned by the authors thereof. 

As for the true Idea and notion of Natural Libertie, we hay 
with what ſtudie and diligence we could, inquired into and dif- 
cuſſed the ſame, Court of the Gentiles, P.2. B. 3.C.g.S. 3. $11, 
12. & B.4.C. 1. $. 29-32. alſo Philoſoph, General. P. 1, L. 3. c. 
3. $.2.&P.2.L.1.C.1.5. 4.4. 2. the ſum whereof may be drawn 
forth in theſe following Propoſitions. (1) Natural Libertic, as 
it denotes a power, has one and the ſame Idea or Nature with the 
Wil, This 1s copioſely demonſtrated, in the forementioned pla- 
ces. Hence, (2) Al atts of the Wil have libertie in the Prifeff, na- 
tion eſſentially appendent to them. (3) The Donnnion which 47a 
eAgent has over his own eAtt u not abſolute, but limited and conduio+. 
nate, (4) The neceſſitie which ariſeth from the concurſe of God the 
firſt cauſe, no w —, but eſtabliſheth the —_—_ Liber- 
tie of the Wil. For nothing offers violence to the Wil, or is in- 
jurioſe to its Libertie, ſo long as the act it puts forth is volun- 
tary : ſo long as the wil doth voluntarily elc&t and embrace what 
1x is predetermined unto, the act is in its own power and _ 
wry) Ir 
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Khapsl: oral Libert3e-or,Free-wil te good. 
for as Ariſtotle, Eth. l. 5.c. 12. wel obſerves, ils nees Tha avr7 : 
adore Bane, notking happens to ſuch an one, but what he wils. 
(5) Anal Indifference to varietie of Objetts or Ats, is no way eſſen- 
tial to natural Libertie, but only an Accident reſulting from its in- 
perfettion. (6): The formal, native and geriuine Idea or notion of 
natural Libertie, both as to ſtate and exercice; includes no more than 
4 rational ſpontaneitie. This lalt propolition, which is the princi- ,_. 
; pal, Strangins * owns; and Le Blanc de Libr. Arbit. Theſ. 19. Libertas vo- 
. 405. confeſſeth this to be the general opinion of our Reformed m—_—_ 
| Divines, even of Amyraldus, Placeus, and other new Methodiſts. effe videtur, 
That this alſo is aſſerted by our Judicious Davenart, ſee his Dc- quim 73 5xs- 
terminations, Queſe 22. That the Divine Decree takes not away 99 vonTindys 


the forecited places more amply demonſtrated, becauſe the whole 5,,,,4. 1.2. 
Pelagian and Arminian controverſie, and particularly this about c. 14. p. 685. 
Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of. ſn depends thereon : and he | 
that ſhal undertake this Province of reſolving our preſent Que- 

ſtion, without a clear Explication and Demonitration of the Wils 

natural Libertie, doth nothing to purpoſe. 

S. 4. Next to the natural Libertie of the Wil, we are to con- Moral Libertis 
ſider Moral Libertie or Free-wil, as alſo what is poſſible or impoſe. 9 f'te-wil 20/ 
fble to corrupt Nature. By e Horal Libertie or, Free-wil is gene- £004. 
rally underſtood the moral potence Or ſpiritual abilitie of the Soul 
to - good. This moral and ſpiritual Libertie, our Adverfaries 
the Pelagians, Arminians and new Methodiſts confound with 
natural Libertie, and from our denying the later in corrupt Na- 
ture, they falſely-charge us with denying the-former : therefore 
toremove this confuſion of the termes, and thoſe falſe imputa- 
tions which are charged on thoſe that defend efficacious concurſe, 
the following Propoſitions wil be of uſe unto us. 

1, Natural Libertie'ts eſſential to the Wil and al its afts, but 
moral Libertie or free-wil to good only accidental and ſeparable. The 
Wi is not a Wil jf it be not naturally free inal itsats; what- 
ever aCt is voluntary, is for that very reaſon. free ; - Voluntary. 
and free being in Scriptural eſtimation, as alſo by the determi- 
nation of the beſt Philoſophers, termes ſynonymous and equipol- 

lent, as we have demonſtrated, Phil General. P. 1. L. 3.C. 3. 
S. 2. g. 1. "But now as for ,/oral Libertieand free-wil to good, 
that is only. accidental to the human Soul; it may come -.and go, 


be preſent and abſent without the natural deſtruftion fry 


Soul, or violation to natural Libertie. - It's true, that Moral 1;. 
bertie, conſiſting in virtuoſe Habits, Inclinations and Exerciee, 
is the PerfeCtion of Man, yet ſo as the Eſſence of the Soul is ge 
diminiſhed or deſtroyed by the loſs thereof. 

2. Our firſt Parents in their innocent ſtate were inveſted not 
with natural but alſo with moral Libertie or free-wil to good, Thig jg 
| ory on both ſides, and therefore needs not further demon 

a. 


3. Since the fal corrupt Nature m #ts unregenerate ſtate liet yy. 
der a total, unroerſal and naturally moral Impotence as to al Marg 
and ſpiritual good, 1 cal this Impotence total and univerſal, agit 
overipreads the whole ſoul, and has ſtript it of al ſeeds of, & 
inclinations to, any ſpiritual or truely moral good. I terme it ath 
natural, or naturally moral, in that, albeit the ſubjeft be m 
yet the Impotence being communicated together with 
Nature, connatural or congenite and proper thereto, as c 
and as toal natural power inſeparable therefrom, it is become 
a moral Nature. Tam not ignorant, that ſome new Methodi 
together with the Arminians, ſtiffely contend, that this I, 


Fence is not natural but only moral ;, but either they intend under 


the ambiguitie of the termes to concele ſome Pelagian Infuſjons 
of natural ſeeds of virtue and Free-wil to Moral good, or elf 
they muſt wreſt the termes Moral and Natural from their natiye 
ſenſe, and what is intended by thoſe that defend a natural impo. 
tence, For al know, that by moral Impotence is generally un 
derſtood an Impotence comratted by frequent Acts of and Cuſtom 
in Sin; and ſo on the con by natural Impotence is under- 
ſtood ſuch as is traduced together with, and through the miſe. 
' rable contagion of ſin inſeparably appendent to corrupt nature. 
- this ſee more Philoſoph. General, P. 1. L.3.c. 3. S. 5.5. 1, 
ence, 

4. Sin in corrupt Nature becomes neceſſary, and the obſervation 
of Divine Precepts smpoſſble. This Propoſition has ever been in 
al Ages of the Church, the great bal of contention between the 
Patrons of Free-wil, and the Defenſors of Free-grace. The Pe. 
lagians of old as the Arminians of late have made this their main 
Refuge for the defenſe of their Diane of Free-wit. If Sin, ſay 
they, be neceſſary, and ſo inevitable, then it ceaſeth to be ſin + if 
be voluntary, pl 4 it may be avoided. But theſe Pelagian Armes 

Anguſtin and his SeQtators have ſtoutly refelled , eye 
þ I t 
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pct. Neceſſtie, impoſſebilitie, end poſſobiHitie whas. 
OO That the Law was not originally impoſlible to mans Na- 
tace, but only is become ſo accidentally by reaſon of Sin, and 
the impotence of corrupt Nature. . (2) That this Impotence is 
pot leſs voluntary than neceſſary, yea the more neceſlary it is, 
the more voluntary : The neceſlitie of this Impotence is ſeated 
in and ariſeth from the Wil, and therefore moſt voluntary, 
Thence eAnugnſtin termes it dura Neceſſuas, an hard Neceſſitie, 
becauſe the more neceſſary this impotence is the more voluntary, 
and the more voluntary it is the more neceſſary. Plato, Phileb. p. 
22, gives it the character, ardyzmus us Whaiuer®, of a miſerable 
eſtes which he oppoleth to that bleſſed neceſſitie of adbering to 
the chieſeſt good , of which ſee Court Gent. P:4. B.1.c.4.5.7. (3) 
That albeit the avoiding of ſin and the obſervation of Divine commands. 
be legally impoſſible to corrupt nature, yet both are Evangekicly poſſible 

b the habitual and attual aſſiſtance: of the Spirit of Grace. See 
more of the impoſlibilitie which 1s in corrupt nature for the obſer- 
vation of Divine precepts in Fanſemius , Ang. Tem. 3.1.3. c.15,&c, 
Phileſeph. General. Part. 1. lib.3. cap.3.ſett. 5.$. 1. Court Gent. P. 4. 
B. 1, c.4. $.8. 

5. Notwithſt anding the neceſſary impotence of corrupt nature as to 
what is morally and ſpiritually goed, yet it ſtil retains a phyſic or natu- 
ral ſatultie and remate paſſrve power capable of receiving ſFiritual 

Rows denies, _ that _ , a rational _ _ 

ject, is remotely, paſſively, and naturally capacitated for 
nngtion of oratios intakions al the Controverſie is about a 
me Or next, altzve, and moral power, which we denie to remain 
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6. The Neceſſitie of conſenting and Impoſſubilitie of reſiſting which Ntteſitit, nt 
tends the wil on the ſuppoſition f Dwomne concurſe fc cers honey poſſbilitie and 


and applying the ſame to att , 15 only conſequential, betic, or conds 
Honat = voluntary , not ſumple > iti_s, and Korn or violent, 
Here we are to inquire what a ſimple and abſolute impoſſibilitie is, 
and how it is differenced from a conditionate and limited Impoſſibs- 
btie. Athi OI {Ap ſible , when it 
is inno poſſible : for if it be in any reſpect poſlible , it can- 
not be ſaid to be ſimply and abſolutely impollible, Now nothing 
cn be ſaid to be in no regard poſſible, or ſimply and «bſolmely smpoſſi- 
ble, but what in its own nature implies a repugnance of exiſting : 
and furely nothing in its own nature implies a repugnance of ex- 
Ming, but what involves a contradition: that which inyolves a. 
Contra. 


paſſilge what: 


= Refnio, Fnpafiotrie; evil pofbilitie bet: BookIif 
<ontradiftion comes.not within the'compaſs of poſſible , becauſe. 
contradiftions have no paſlive power of being verified ; for the 
affirming of the one is the denying of the other ; the truth of the 
one makes the other falſe : But whatever implies not a contrads. 
Rion-or repugnance of exiſting , that may be ; and therefore can. 
not be ſimply and abſolutely «mpoſſible , of which ſee Conrt Gent, P, 4 
B.2.c.5.5 4. Now that the Concurſe of God predetermining 
the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful aCts cannot render the gy. 
poſite act of obedience ſimply and abſolutely impoſſible is evident, 
becauſe (1) the oppoſite att of obedience implies no contradidi. 
on or repegnance of exiſting: For God can and doth work it in 
ſome : albeit it be ina limited ſenſe impoſſible to corrupt nature, 
yet it is poſſible to Grace, as before. (2) The wil predetetmi. 
ned to one a& has an habitual. indifference or radical flexibilitie 
to the oppoſite aft ; and therefore the impoſlibilitie is only cog. 
ditionate and limited, A reverend Divine ſuppoſeth, That Gu 
_ determunative Coxenrſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin leaves it undenig. 
ble, that the mater. of al his Laws, in reference to al ſuch attions, a 
a ſimple and moſt ſtriftly natural impoſſubulitie. Which I conceive 
to be a great miſtake, and that according to the confeſſion of our 
principal Adverfary, Strang, who hb. 3. cap. 8. pag. 625. ſpealy 
thus : Therefore the Divine determination either by efficacious grag, 

, or any other wy" [which includes concurſe to the entitative aft of 
ſin] being granted, there us truly inferred a neceſſtie of the conſe 
quence ;, becauſe that att of the wil unto which it 5: determined by Gul 
muſt neceſſarily follow, but it is not a neceſſitie of the conſequent, which 
1m its own nature remains contingent ; and thereſore.in « compoſite ſat 

d thewil, when it is determined by God to aft, cannot but att, Whine 
In libero arbi- ſome Scholemen ſay , That in free-wil there is a ſimultie of power to 9 
wo eſt ſimul- poſites, but not a power of ſimultie, i. &. a power of embracing oppoſuy 
mas POreni® 3”. at one and the ſame time : Whereof the reaſon 15 this, becauſe a power ty 
oppoſita, ſed | 
non potentia 010 att 15 not oppoſed tothe power unto the negation of the ſame alt, « 
ſimulratis, A/- to 4 Comrary att, 'but two contraries or contr adittories carinot be tops 
Vartte ther in the ſame ſubjett. Of which mater Alvarez dſcourſeth la 

nedly, de Auxil.1. 9. Diſp. 94+ '& |. 12. Diſp.:115. Note wel hers 
that Srra#gws in this point fals in with the Dominicans, and full 
aſſents and conſents to their mode of conciliating Divine determb 
nation with human libertie, which if the fore-mentioned reyerend 
Brother and others would do, I ſhould judge our Controverſies 
ry near; if not fully-atan-end.. -The ſum of 4lis this, That the ds 
terminacion 
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termination or predetermination of Divine concurſe to this or 
that act doth not make the negation of that a&, or a contrary 
a(t « ſimple or moſt ſtriftly natural impoſſibilitie , as ſome would per- 
fuade vs, but only infers a neceſlitie of the conſequence, the wil 
having ſtil, #2 ſerſ# di>5ſo, 3. e. 0n ſuppoſition of the withdrawment 
of Divine concurſe, an habitual indifference to act or not to act, 
though, #2 ſenſ« compoſito , as predetermined by Divine concurſe, 
it cannot but act. Or ſummarily thus: The wil has at that very 
time, when it is predetermined by God to this or that aft, an ha- 
bitual power or radical indifference to the negation of that act, or 
to the putting forth a contrary att : So that Divine predetermina- 


\ tion excludes only a contrary act, not the radical power to that 


att. Thus alſo Davenant, Animadv. againſt Hoard, p.240,333,341, 
360, 402. proves ſtrongly and accurately , That abſolute Elettion 
and R probation may ſtand with a poſſ bilitie to contrary events, though 


[4 
wt with contrary events. Of which more hereafter. 


#4 


$. 5- The next terme that fals under conſideration is che Wil of 7he wil of God, 


miſrepreſentations of our ſentiments. The ancient diſtin&tion of 
the Divine wil, ( which they ſay Hugo de S. Vittore firſt formed) 
was, into voluntatem ſigni &- volunt atem beneplacitt, Gods ſignificative 
wil and his beneplacite wil, (1) Gods ſignificative wil they make 
to conſiſte of Precepts, Promiſſes, Prohibitions, Permiſſions, Counſels, 
and Admonitions. © By Permiſſions here we muſt underſtand ſuch as 
are moral, not ratural, which as to ſin properly belong to Gods 
beneplacite wil, as anon. This ſignificarrve Wil of God ſome Di- 
vines terme his Reveled wil, from Det. 29. 29. others terme it 
his 4 or —_— wil : others his Approbative wil, where- 
by he declares what he approves and what he diſapproves, of 
which ſee Davenant Animaav. againſt Hoard, pag. 222, 356, 391-- 
399. Laſtly learned Chamier , and Daille out of him, terme this 


 lignificative wil of God, his wil cvegvclas, of complacence, or compla- 
cential wil , whereby he declares, what is moſt agreable to him, 


and what not. Our judicious Davenant makes ule alſo of this 
terme, as having one and the ſame Idea with the former notion of 
Gods Approbative wil. Theſe ſeveral notions of Gods ſigmficative 
wil, albeit they may differ in ſome formalitie , yet they agree.in 
ſubſtance and import, denoting Gods reveled wil cnbing mans 


dutie, and that which is moſt agreable to his holy wil andnature. 
D (3) As 


* God, its different Ideas and various Acceptions in the Scri- its diſtributi- 
ptures, under which our Opponents concele themſelves, and their 9% &c 


(2) As for Gods Beneplacite wil, commonly ſtited his wil 2ufuales, 
of good pleaſure , it is that whereby he decrees, effeits, Or pernurs al 
events and effelts : whence it is diſtributed into effeive and per. 
miſſive. Gods effeltwe beneplacite wil , is that whereby he decrees 
and produceth al natural and ſupernatural effects: Gods permif 
ſove beneplacite wil, is that whereby according to his eternal Decree 
he efficaciouſly permits the exiſtence of ſin. 

This diſtribution of the Divine wil is greatly oppoſed by the 
Pelagians, Arminians, and new Methodiſts. (1) The Jelaite 
whom we may without breach of charitie terme Pelagians, dg 
what they can to- baffle this diſtinction : ſo Malina , the Head of 
that Faction, in Thom. Part.1. Queſt.19. Art.12. tels us, That theſe 
ſigns of the Divine wil ſignifie properly and formally ſome nolition or ws. 
lition in God; and therefore Gods ſignificative wil cannot be con. 
tradiſtinguiſht to his beneplacite wil. The ſame is urged by the 
Arminians. But the Orthodox both among Papiſts and Prete. 
ſtants replie, that Gods reveled ſignificative wil is only equivocal 
ly, analogically, figuratively and improperly termed his wil , as the 
Edidts of Princes, and Laws of States. So Sanderſon de Obligatione 
Conſcientie, Preleft. 4.. ſe. 20, tels us , That Gods beneplacite wil is 
that whereby God has from al Eternitic conſtituted with himſelf what he 
wil do : his fignificative wil is that whereby he has appointed unto ua 
Law, by fiemfying what he wil have done by us. Whereof the forme 
zs properly and unrvocally the wil of God , but thts later improperly and 
analogically ſo called. The like Davenant , Animadverſ. pag. 392. 
It's true, Dtvines grant, that this ſignificative wil of God has ſome 
Decree or Act of the beneplacite wil anſwering thereto : for the 
wiſe God decreed ,, that: this or that ſhould be mans datie ; but 
they denie that this reveled wil of God touching mans durtie 1s 
the ſame with his decretive wil touching events. (2) Our Ad- 
verſaries pretend , that by this diſtintion of the —— and 
beneplacite wil we make two oppoſite wils in God, and ſuch as claſh 
cach with other. This makes a reverend Brother to reject this 
diſtinftion, as of no uſe in our preſent caſe. But Divines anſwer, 
that theſe wils are not oppoſite in God , byt only diſparate and 4- 
verſe : the things decreed, and the things reveled and conſtituted 
by Gods ſignificative wil may oppoſe each other , but the decre- 
tive and reveled wil never oppoſe each other. The moſt holy 
and wiſe God really intends whatever he commands,or approves, 
with an iftention that it ſhal be mans dutic , and —_— if wy 
ormed, 
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Of Divine Concnyſt; 
formed, but not alwayes with an intention that it ſhal be effec&- 
ed. -(3) Our Opponents, and particularly the new Methodiſts, 
confound Gods Beneplacite Decretrve Wil, with his Wil of Com- 

ence and Approbation : and under this confuſion endeavor to 
ſecure their oppoſition againſt Gods willing the Permiſſion of 
Sig. Thus Strangins, 1.3. C. 2. Pp. 548. None can be ſaid to wil 
what be doth not approve. Thence others make Love of compla- 
cence eſſential to al aCts of the Divine Wil: and thence con- 
clude, if God wil the permiſſion of Sin, he muſt neceſſarily take 
complacence therein. But the replie hereto is not difficult : we 
ſay, that God takes complacence in al his own Acts, but not in 
al the obje&ts they refer unto : but now love of complacence is 
not ſo termed from the at, but obje&t about which it is conver- 
fant ; which mult be ſome good either natural or moral. Whence 
it is evident, that God may wil the permiſſion of Sin, and its 
exiſtence as a conſequent thereto, and yet not take complacence 
in or approve of ſin. See more of Gods Wil and its various Di- 
ſtributions, Court Gent. P. 4. B. 2.C. 5.5. 3. 


$.6. The laſt terme that needs our Explication is Divine Con- Of Divint Cot- 


curſe, its Immedzation, Efficacitie and Predetermination. Strangins, 
L.1. c. 11.p. 59. diſtinguiſheth Corcurſe from Influxe thus : (1) 14- 
fluxe is more large than concurſe : for the cauſality of every effi- 
cient is termed Influxe; and therefore the Influxe of God is ſeen 
in many things, in which his concurſe is not, as when he as 
without the concurrence of a ſecond cauſe, Thence, (2) the 
terme /nfiuxe is abſolute, not denoting the reſpe&t of any other 
cauſe, but that of concurſe is relative. I have no mind to quar- 
rel about termes without juſt ground, and therefore can eaſily 
admit this diſtinftion , though it make neither for nor again(t 
either party. But that which more immediately concerns our 
preſent controverſie is, 1. To give the true Idea and Notion of 
Immediate Concurſe, as generally aſſerted and ſtated in the Scholes : 
_ we ſhal endeavour to explicate both negatively and poſi- 
tively. : | | 

(1) Negatively, Immediate concurſe to an Aft conſiſtes not in 
the preſervation of the principe , or rendring of it apt and habile 
for any congenerons aftion. 1 know a learned and pious Divine, 
who ſeems 1n termes to grant immediate Concurſe as to the ſub- 


ſtrate mater of ſinful aCtions, yet in the cloſe placeth it only i 


. 


this, That God as the firſ® Mover, fo fat excite and aftuate thiſe 
D 2 


powers, 
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powers, as that they are apt. and habile for any congenerous attion, 
ro which they have a natural deſignation; and whereunto they are not 
ſinfully difinclined. But al this, as I conceive, no way reacheth 
the true notion of Immediate concurſe, neither is it conſiſtege 
with it ſelf, For, [17 If God as the firſt mover excite and afty. 
ate thoſe powers, then ate they neceſſarily by him drawn or a 
plied toaCt, which is more than being apt and habile for any con. 
generous altion : Certainly to excite and aCtuate a power is more 
than to render it apt and habile for an aCtion. [27 If the 
Powers by Gods exciing of them are rendred only apt and hahiie 
for any congenerous aCtion, then where is immediate concurſe ag 
to the Aft? Did or would any terme this immediate concurſe, 
ſo far to excite and attuate thoſe powers, as that they are apt and 
habile for any congenerow Altion [3] What this Aptitude and 
Habilitie is, which the Powers receive by being thus excited and 
actuated by God, I cannot divine: Are not the powers of the 
ſoul as powers apt and habile for natural actions, ſuch as the ſub 
ſtrate mater of ſin is? What other Aptitude or Habilitie doth God 
ive unto the natural faculties as to ſinful afts, but merely the 
Aacultic of ating? Need ſinners any other facultie, power, Apt> 
tude or Habilitie to ſin, but the rational faculties depraved? 
It's true, God applies thoſe faculties to the entitative act of that 
which is ſinful, but yet doth not adde any aptitude or habilitie 
to ſin. [4] Doth not Durand and his Seftators grant al this, 
and yet denie immediate concurſe as to- the entitative act of ſin? 
The Hypotheſis of Durandus doth no way exclude any kind cf 
Aptitude or Habilitie, but rather include the ſame; it only ex. 
cludes the.immediate application of the power to its aC&t ; which 
alſo is excluded by this laxe notion of Immediate concurſe, 
[5] Laſtly, if they who oppoſe Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater of al ſinful acts, do indeed and in truth aſſert and owne an 
immediate concurſe to. any one entitative act that is ſinful, al 
thoſe black and direful conſequences, which they caſt on the 
aſſertors of Predetermination, may with as much facilitie be re- 
torted on-them, as we ſhal demonſtrate, chap. 5. g. 4, Henee, 

(2) Aſfirmatively, Immediate concurſe as to its formal Idea not 
enly giues an Aptitude or Habilitie to att, but alſo immediately. pro- 
duceth.the very aft it ſelf. That. this notion of immediate con- 
curſe is univerſally received in the Scholes, is moſt evident. I 
ſal deſire. the Reader to conſult eur Countrey-man Compron 
Carleton,. 


Chaps 1. Efficacioms and predeterminant Concurſe. 
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Carkton, a learned and acute Jeſuite, who had his firſt educa- 
tion in Cambridge, and is more moderate than moſt of that facti- 
on, He ſaith, Philoſoph. Drſput. 28. de Cauſa prima, Se&t. 3.p. 319. 
God therefore concurs with al his Creatures immediately to al ther 
ations, not only by the Immediation of Virtue, but alſo of Suppoſite, 
i.e. that attion, whereby the creature operates, doth alſo flow imme- 
diately from God himſelf, and not from any other ſubſtituted in his 
lace. A clear explication of Immediate concurſe, fo far as it 
regards its Immediation. Whence Dsſput. 29. Sect. 2. he deter- 
mines thus, touching Gods Immediate concurſe to the adt of Sin : 
We muſt ſay therefore, that God doth phyſically and immediately con- 
cur to the att of ſin, together with the.create Wil, And he confirmes 
this Hypotheſis by Arguments out of Aquinas, Suarez, V aſques, 
Anſelme, Tanner, Zumel, Monteſinus, Mulderus, eArriaga , and 
Oviedo. So that this nation of Immediate concurſe ſeems to have 
been generally entertained by al parties, both Thomiſts, Scoriſts, 
and Feſuites, as. that which is moſt rational and felf.eviden- 


cing. 


cacitie and Predetermination of Divine Concurſe;, wherein the Je- 
ſuites and Arminians oppoſe the Dominicans and Calviniſts. 1 
muſt confeſs, when 1 firſt undertook the explication of Divine 
Concurſe, ſpecially as to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin, I ſtudiofely 
avoided the terme Predetermination, (although it be frequently 
fathered on me) as is intimated Court Gentiles, P. 4. B. 2.c. 11; 
. 7. partly to avoid needleſs conteſts about words, and partly 
becauſe I would not profeſſedly eſpouſe the intereſt of any one 
Set, but adhere to Scriptural termes ; but ſince, upon a more 
accurate inquiry, finding the terme expreſlely laid down in 
Scripture, and that as to the very mater in controverſie, touch- 
ing Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, I ſee no reaſon 
why we may not make uſe of it, notwithſtanding the prejudices 
ſome endeavor to load it with. Therefore for the more ful ex- 
plication of this terme I fhal endeavor to ſhew, (1) What effi- 
cacious concurfe notes, and (2) How this efficacious concurſe may be: 
termed Predeterminative. 


1. Divine Concurſe is- termed efficacious as-it doth moſt po- ,...... 
tently and invincibly produce its effeft. The Grecanic terme, _ oy 


whereby the efficactie of Divine Concurſe is expreſſed in the 


Scriptures, is &igy «a, efficacitie, OT energie, which notes the purſſant 
; force. 


. . . . . . 4 . 
2. But the principal point in controyerſie is touching the Effi- Efficacious and 
predeterminant 


= Th 


'Eph;1.15- force of any operation. So Epheſ. 1. 19. zatd Tho Ulgyuas 54 xy. 
Tus Ts i99O- dury, acccording to the energie or effic actos» worksn, of 
the might of his power, ere 1s, (1) Power or force. (2) Mybt 
of power Or moſt potent power ;, and (3) The efficacious working of 
this moſt potent power : Which note the puilſant efficacitie of di. 

© vine concurſe. Thence the Syriac renders it R'MYTAYD, accord. 

Epheſ. 39, #g fo the efficace, SO E pheſ. 3. 7. naT# Thy eipyrias Th Surdurey, 

\ according to the energie Or efficace of bis power, The like, Phy 

Phil. 3-21, 3.21. xeTe TW Uigyna 54 Svrager: daurdy &f anTetar hour 1, 
wdvra, according to the efficacious working, whereby he 1s able even 
to ſubdue althings unto himſelf.. SO (bl. 1, 29. nave Th Uigyuy 
dur% Thu Wnpyvuirlw u inet u Soraun, according to his efficacious 
working, which worketh in me mightily. In al theſe Texts we haye 
mighty power, yea omnipetence joined with the efficace of divine 
Concurſe; which demonſtrates its invincible manner of work. 
ing, in the production of al its effefts. So that tigpae lignific 
Gods intime preſence with al ſecond Cauſes, and efhcacious con. 
curring with and actuating of them in al their operations. The 
like import may be applied to its conjugate ways, which notes, 
to effett any thing in the moſt efficacious manner, 10 as to overcome 

1 Cor.12.5,11+ a] reſiſtence made againſt the force of the Agent. So 1 Cor. 12.6, 
5 cotg yy T6 TdyTE, Who on worketh aithings. The like v. 11, 
of which hereafter. This efhicacious concurſe, as it cooperates 
with the ſecond cauſe is termed gvyigyee cooperation Or concurſe, 
and oureg yer, to cooperate. So e Mark 16. 20. 94 xveis ourig yore, 
the Lord cooperating, Or efficacionſly concurring. Soelſewhere, that 

 w1gyey as applied to God notes his attoſe, efficacious, and pre 
determinative concurſe in and with — is evident from the 
uſe of the word both in ſacred and profane Authors. So with 
Phavorinus engyGv, iS $Toluas Tedarmy, to work readily. Its rendred 
by the Syriac, ſometimes Ay, to work, as 1 (or. 12. 6. 3 Wypyar 
Te wdyre u wecy* Where it notes not only an wnverſal general 
concurſe, but a particular, preſent, certain, efficacious m or effi- 
cacitie of Divine Concurſe, exerting it ſelf in al individual adty 

Rom. 7. s- and effects, Apain, tegynv is rendred by the Syriac, Rom. 7, 5. 

2 Cor. 412. and 2 Cor, 4. 12. by VEANR, to work, to alt with diligence, to 

x Cor. 12:11: be efficacious, as Boderianus, And 1 Cor. 12. 11. it is rendred by 
"PD, to att, to work, to perform, to effett, as Boderianus.” Laſtly; 


efficacionſly wrought althings, Which ſufficiently demonſtrates 
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Eph. x.1z, it is rendred by the Syriac, Epbeſ. 1. 11. yp %34, who hath 


the 
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the predetermination of Gods concurſe, as toal ſecond cauſes and 
acts. Hence, 

2. This efficacious Concurſe, as it determines and applies the peterminative 
ſecond cauſe to aCt, is both in ſacred Scripture and by ſcholaſtic concuſe what: 
Theologues termed Determunative and Predeterminative, We find 
both theſe termes in Scripture applied to Divine Concurſe, Thus 
belt, from 34+ 4 terme or limit, (1) primarily and properly 
ſignifies ro termine, ſet bounds Or lanits to any cauſe , effett, or thing. 

So Atts 17. 26. teloas merrerey hrs xagbs x; Tas begherias , and AR 17. 26, 
hath determined the times before appointed, and the bounds of ther ha- 
bitation : 8. e. God has determined or predetermined to every 
Man, Nation, and Kingdome their fixed termes of duration and 
life. So Arrian, Epittet. lib. 1. cap. 12. ſpeaking of God, he ſaith, 
3 Jusoiv ov Gerow And Yirgils Song is remarquable : Srat ſua 
cuiq, dies, Every ones day ſtands fixed or determined : which Ser- 
vis underſtands , of the fixed determined period of human life.. So 
that we ſee that not only ſacred Philoſophie, but the very Pagans 
by their dim light, aſſerted a fixed period of Divine life, as deter- 
mined by God ; albeit ſome that profeſſe themſelves Chriſtians 


 denie the ſame. Then he addes, & 7a; 82g04vins, and the bounds, 


or the poſition of termes : for 5gg0ele properly ſignifies the poſirion 
of termes Or limits to any cauſe, attion, effett, or thing. God by his 
eternal Decree has predetermined or ſet termes and limits to al fe- 
cond cauſes, their actions, effeCts, and events : there is nothing ſo 
contingent in nature, but it is predetermined by the Divine wil. 
We find the Verbe g@Z«y applied to times and places, as wel as to 
cauſes and acts: So Heb. 4.7. ceife nubgar, be determines Or limits feb, 4, =; 
aday. Thence in the Gloſſarte, 613695 nubgs is a ſtated Or deter- 
mined day : and fo eifa UW Thaw, I termine Or limit as to place. 
Whence Heſychins makes 8e{fe, he determines, to be the ſame with 
vw Sidwrr, he gives terme or limit. Thence alſo eifu with the 
LXX. anſwers to 121 to termine, determine, Or conſtunte termes tO 
any place or thing, Num. 34.6. 7oſh. 13.27. & 15.11. alſo to 
4373 to be bounded or determined, Whence laſtly Je-ouds ſignifics 
a.definition, which is the terme or boundary of an eſſence, accord- 
ing to {rcero, who renders it, the circumſcription of a thing. (2) 
From this- primary notion of geitey follows a ſecondary, namely, 
to decree, deſtine to a certain end, predeſtine, predetermine. In which 
ſenſe it ſignifies the ſame with megceitey, to predetermine : and lo 
its transferred to pred:/tination, predetermnation, Or the decree = 
p147po Lo 


24 Predeterminative concurſe what in Scripture. Book [IT 
purpoſe of the Divine wil, even about the ſubi:: are mater or enti. 
Luke 22. 22, tative act of fin; as Luke 22. 22. x3! 7d weouor, 4s it was deter.” 
mined, or predetermined, decreed. Our Lord ipcaks of !1is Cruci. 
fixion, which was the greateſt of ſins and intrinſecally evil, and 
yet lo! as to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act, predetermi.. 
Ads 2, 23. mnkenderecd by God. The ſame Atts 2. 23. Him, being deli 
vered by the determinate counſel, and foreknowledge of God : guy. 
ady Bun, by that defined, determined, or predetermined counſel : of 
which more Chap. 3.$. 2. Hence M1 to decree , deliberate , deter. 
mine is expounded by Theodotion, Fob 22. 28. zegew And Heſy- 
chius makes 4eiZe he determines ſynonymous to xelre, $6aTite, I;y. 
ey, which when applied to the Divine wil note predefinition and 
predetermination. 
Predetermins- As the {imple 3elfey, ſoalo the compoſite agyvelfer, to prede. 
tive concurſe tine or predetermine is uſed (ix times inthe N.T. (1) of chings ap. 
_ 'n Sai pertaining to ſalvation, 1 (or. 2.7. (2) of perſons eleft, Rom.$. 
—_ 2.79. 29, 30- Eph.1.5, 11. (3) of the ſubſtrate mater or entitative a(t 
Rom. 8. 29,30, Of ſin, yea that which was intrinſecally evil. So AZ. 4. 28. For 
= 1.5, 11.' to do whatſoever thine hand and thy counſel determined before , or pre- 
AMS 4+ 28 determined to be done. For ſo mggdun yur may more properly 
be rendred. wgveltey primarily ſignifies to predefine , predeſtine, 
predetermine, to ſet lit s, bounds, termes to perſons or things. Thence, 
as to this preſent text and point, when it is ſaid here, that thoſe 
who crucified Chriſt did what Gods hand and counſel predetermined to 
be done, it muſt be underſtood of the ſubſtrate mater or entitative 
act, which was predetermined by God, as in what follows, Chap.z. 
| $.2. The Syriac verſion interprets «ge tur by CW to ſeal, 
conſtitute, Or make firmany thing , which is rendred by the LXX. 
Terley, &vldrley, Mrdrley, to order, diſboſe, conſt itut e, inſt itute. The 
Divine Wil and Decree gives order, conftitution , limitation, deter- - 
mination, yea predetermination to althings : al perſons and things, 
times and places, ends and means receive termes, limits, deſti- 
-nation , and predetermination from the Divine Wil and Decree. 
Hence weyveley in the N. T. is made ſynonymous to wegyiyooxan, 
to forcknow, 1 Pet. 1.20. tO mgrrdiluy, to preordain, Att. 17. 26. 
tO Tgyrifivar, to propoſe, Or purpoſe, Rom. 1.13. Eph. 1. g.to wggra- 
puatey, to prepare, Rom. 9.23. 1Cor.2.9. By al which we evi- 
dently ſee, what footſteps prederermination, and as to the ſubſtrate 
mater or entitative aCt of (in, has in the ſacred Scriptures. 


Wwe 


* Chap. I. Predeterminative Concurſe ative and paſſive. 


We now procede to examine this notion as uſed by ſcholaſtic Predetermina- 
Theologues , and how far their ſentiments thereof are applicable *7** a_—_ - 
to our preſent Controverſie. (1) Some diſtinguiſh between Gods _ — 
predefinition and his predetermination : his predefinition they reſtrain 


to his Decrees, and his predetermination to his Concurſe. Others 
diſtinguiſh the predetermination of God into extrrinſec and intrin- 


ſec : by extrinſec predetermination they underſtand the aCt of the 


Divine Wil or Decree , whereby the creature is predetermined 
to att : by intrinſec predetermination they mean the previous motion 
of God upon the creature, which continually moves and applies 
it to at. . But I ſhould rather diſtinguiſh predetermination, (as 
Creation and al other Acts of God ad extra )into ative and paſſive: 
[1] By attive predetermination I mean nothing elſe but the Act or 
Decree of the Divine wil, whereby al ſecond cauſes, perſons, ats, 
effets and things receive their termes, order, and limitation as to 
wer and aCtivitie. This is the ſame with predefinition , pre- 
deſtination ,- and extrinſec predetermination. That this ative 
predetermination procedes only from the efficacious previous act 
of the Divine wil, without any impreſſion or actual influxe on 
the ſecond cauſe has been defended by Scorus and others of great 
name in the Scholes, and that on invict reaſons : for if God wil, 
that the ſecond cauſe, ( ſuppoſe it be the human wil) act, imme- 
diately on the volition of God the aCtion of the ſecond cauſe wil 
follow, not from any previous impreſſion on the ſecond cauſe, but 
from its natural ſubordination and as it were ſympathie with the 
firſt cauſe : as at the beck of the human wil every inferior facul- 
tie of man moves. See Suarez, de Auxil.l. 1.c.5. n. 3. and Court 
Gent.P.4.B.2.c.7.4.3. [2] By paſſive predetermination | underſtand 
the concurſe of God as applying the ſecond cauſe to its aft, and 
not really, but mentally or modally only diſtinit therefrom : For as 
ative predetermination is the ſame with the Divine wil, ſo paſſive 
predetermination is the ſame with the ſecond cauſe, its at and 
effet, as we have demonſtrated Court Gent. P.4.B.2.c.8.5.1. 


(2) Predetermination is uſually diſtinguiſhed into phy/ic or na- Predeterminati« 
tural, and ethic or moral. This diſtinction dependes on that of *” ?*2/* and 
cauſes into phyſic, and moral: a phyſic or natural cauſe is that which 


is truly efficient, and ſo doth really influence the at and effeCt, in 
a way of proper efficience or caufalitie : whence an Ethic or moral 
cauſe is that which doth not immediately, directly, or in a way of 
real praper efficience produce the =_ and effect, but only morally, 


by 


Utes 


oral. 


by propoſing objects, motives, precepts, promiſſes, or the like 
moral means and influences, with excitements and perſuaſions. 
Thus proportionably we may diſtinguiſh predetermination into 
phyſic and moral. [1] By phyſic predetermination we muſt under. 
ſtand not corporal, or natural in a ſtrict notion, which is pro 
only to things inaminate or Brutes, but ſuch a predetermination 
as really applics the Agent or ſecond cauſe to its aCt , and really, 
yea immediately influenceth both a&t and effeft. Thus $44. 
rez, Metapbyſ. Diſput. 17. ſeft. 2. num. 2. A phyſic cauſe [and þ, 
precztermination}] wn this place is not taken for a corporal or natura| 
cauſe , atting by corporeous and material motion ; but it's taken mor, 
univerſally, for a cauſe that truly and really influenceth the effe8 
fox as nature ſometimes ſignifies any eſſence ;, ſo phyſic or naturd 
snfluxe is that which by true and proper cauſalitie worketh the effet: 
to which when a moral cauſe is oppoſed, it is to be underſtood of ſuch a 
cauſe which doth not of wſelf and truly att, yet it doth ſo carrie itſelf, a 
that the effeft may be imputed to it : ſuch a «auſe is be that _— 
beſeecheth , or hinders not when he may and ought. Hence [2] by 
moral predetermination, as it regardes Gods influence on the moral 
rational world , we muſt underſtand his moral influence on man 
as his Iaſt end, his ſtating mans dutie by moral precepts, inviting 
thereto by Evangelic promiſles, dehorting from fin by penal com. 
minations, and al other moral influences. Here we are to note, 
that albeit phyſic and moral predetermination be comprehended 
under phyſic and moral cauſalitie , yet the later is more compre 
henſive than the former : for phylic predetermination properh 
belongs to a ſuperior cauſe as aCting on an inferior, but phyſic cay 
flitie to any efficient, as Strangius doth wel obſerve. 

But to ſum up the whole , both the Dominicans and Calviniſts 
agree with the Jeſuites and Arminians in this, That the holy God 
doth not merally predetermine any to ſin : for he neither counſek, 
encourageth, commandes, or invites any one to the leaſt ſin. The 
Queſtion therefore muſt be underſtood of phyſis predetermination; 
- which I ſhal deſcribe according to the explication of Strangin, 
1.2. c.4. p.159. thus: © By the phyſic predetermination of God in 
<this place is underſtood the aftion of God , whereby he moves 
© and apples the ſccond cauſe to act, and ſo antecedently to al 
© operation of the creature ; or in order of nature and reaſon be 
©fore the creature workes, God really and efficaciouſly moves it 
©toatt inal its ations: 5.e. he ates and cauſeth , that the crea- 
k * ture 
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«ture aftes and cauſeth whatever it aCtes and cauſeth : ſo that 
« without this premotion of God the creature can do nothing : and 
«this premotion being given it is impoſlible, in a compoſite ſeriſe, 
<that the creature ſhould not act and do that, unto which it is pre- 
moved by the firſt cauſe. And more particularly, though con- 
ciſely, as for Gods predetermination of the human wil, Strangins, Pradetermi- 
l.2. c. 11. p. 244- gives it us thus: To predetermine the wil, as they nare volunta- 
teach, is to applie the wil to alt, and to make it at. Which deſcripti- *<m eſt appli- 
on of predetermination I do readily cloſe with, and fo the Queſti- 7 —_ 
on before us wil be ſummarily this, | dum, & _ 

Whether God doth by an efficacious power and influence move and urfaciatStrang. 
predetermine men unto al their natural aftions , even thoſe that have 
ſin annexed or appendent to them ? Aﬀirm. 

Iam not ignorant , that a reverend and learned Divine who 
oppoſeth our Hypotheſis, ſtates the queſtion otherwiſe, as if we 
held , That God doth by an efficacious influence nniverſally move and 
determine men to al their attions;, even thoſe that are mot wicked. 
But this Hypotheſis, as propoſed and intended, I know no ſober 
mind but abhors : whoever ſaid, that God determines men to the 
moſt wicked aCtions as ſuch ? were not this to make him the Au- 
thor of ſin, which every pious ſoul deteſtes? For to determine to 


' wicked aftionsas ſuch , implies alſo a determinatian to the wick- 


edneſſe of thoſe aftions : and this determination cannot be phy- - 
ſic; becauſe ſin as fin has no phyſic cauſe or determination : there- 
fore it muſt be moral : and ſurely whoever determines morally to 
the moſt wicked aftions cannot but be the moral caufe, and Au- 
thor of them: and is not this an high piece of blaſphemie ? We 
are ſo far from aſſerting , that God determines men to the moſt 
wicked aCtions, as that we ſay, he determines men to no wicked 
ation; no not the leaſt : Yea we adde further, that in aCtions 
ſincereby but imperfeRtly good, and'in part ſinful, albeit God 
predetermines men both naturally and morally to the goodneſſe Jr 
of the ation , and naturally to the ſubſtrate mater or natural a, 
- he predetermines not to the vitioſitie of the aCt, or the aCt as 

nful. So the ſum and whole of our Hypotheſis is this, That 
God doth by an efficacious power and influence move and predetermine 
men unto of their natural attions , even ſuch as have ſin appendent to 
them, This Hypotheſis we no way dout but to make good both 
by {Triptural and rational demonſtration. 


E 2 CHAP, 


grtte 


wherein we and 
our Opponents 4- do agree, Some there are who conceive our differences greater 


Wherein we and. our Opponents agree. - Book] 


CHAP. IL 


The ſtate of the Controverſie. 


(1) Ten general Propoſitions wherein the New Methodiſts and Pr. 
determinants agree. (2.) The New Methodiſts differences 
themſelves about Preſecence, Futuritign, Divine Concurſe, and G 
permiſſion of ſin. (3) The differerices of the Predeterminants frow 
the New Methodiſts about abſolute Decrees, the Faturition, Droine 


Permiſſion, Preſcience, Providence, Predefinition, and Predeterming. 
tion of Sin.. 


or E prolixitie we have uſed in explicating and ſtating our 
Queſtion wil render our ſubſequent work. more facile and 
conciſe. For here that old Proverbe holds true, A good beginning 
i balf the work, Bnt before we enter on the Demonſtration of 
our Hypotbeſis it wil be neceſſary to manifeſt, (1) Wherein we and 
thoſe who maintain the Antitheſis do agree. (2) Wherein our 
nents, who maintain the Antitheſis , differ among themſelves. (7) 
Wherein we differ from them. The explication'of thefe Particulars 
wil not a little conduce to the more perfeCt ſtate and determina. 
tion of our Queſtion, 

$. 1. Wherein we and our Opponents , who maintain the Antitheſi, 


than they are ; others on the contrary make them lefſe : - our firlt 
work therefore wil be to ſhew, wherein we agree ,, which I ſhalen- 
deavor to lay down in the following Propoſitions. 

1. Prop. That God hath decreed althings that come to paſſe. Here: 
in our Adverfaries generally concord with us ; albeit they differ 
from us, as alſo among themſelves about the manner how God 
decrees the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. Thus Stranga, 1.3. c.3-p.558. 
©But alſo-we confeſſe and: ſay, that God doth truly decree al. 
« things that happen , but not althings-in one and the ſame man- 
«ner; but ſome things efeQ:vely, other things permiſſively : which 
©is the commun opinion of Theologues, according to that famoſe 
© Axiome of Auguitin : There is nothing done, which the Onmipotent 
* doth not wil, either by permitting that it be done, or by doing of it. Yet 
the ſaid Srrangins , 1n what precedes, gives us a yery dangerous 
polition touching the Divine Decrees : *It is not needful , _ 

| « he, 


kr 1 Chap. 2. wherein we and our Opponents agree. 
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.« he, that we appoint ſo many particular Decrees of God, touch- 
<ing his Concurſe to be afforded, as there are aftions of the crea- 
*ture and particular objects of them. Sithat that one general 
«Decree or Inſtitute of God may ſuffice, whereby he hath deter- 
*mined to concur with al the aCtions of the creature, as-he hath 
<given'them a power to aCt, &c. This general Decree , foiſted 
in to ſalye his own Hypotheſis, is moſt unworthy of the Divine 
Being , in that it overthrows the Preſcience of God, impoſeth 
imperfection on the Divine Wil, and op-ns an effeftual dore to 
Pelagianiſme. | 

2. Prop: That Eletion of ſome to Grace and Glorie ts abſolute, and 
no way dependent on the previſion of any at of man, This Propoſi- 
tion, although it be denied by the Pelagians, Socinians, and Armi- 
nians, yet It, is generally granted by our Adverſaries, the New 
Methodiſts, eAmyraldus , Strangins, Le Blanc, and others. For 


' theſe, albeit they make Reprobation conditional and dependent 


on mans ſin, yet they grant a particular abſolute Eleftion of ſome 
to Grace and Glorie : which to me ſeems very ſtrange and incon- 
fitent with their Hypotheſts about Reprobation : For if the De: 
crees of God be abſolute as to Eleftion, why ſhould they not be 
alſo eſtimed ſuch as to Reprobation ? Can the Divine wil be-mo- 


foreſee al afts and events of the haman wil? Muſt they not then 
be al decreed abſolutely by God ? See hereafter, Chap. 5. 5.3. 

3. Prop. That God hath a certain Science or Preſcience of ſin, as 
wel as of al other Events, This Propoſition is univerſally granted by 
al the New Methodiſts, Amyraldus, Strangins, &c. as alſo by moſt 
Arminians, although it be utterly incompoſlible and inconſiſtent 
with the ſentiments both of the one and r'other Partie. For al 


' the wit of man, yea I wil with confidence adde of Devils, wil 


never beable to explicate and demonſtrate a certain preſcience 
in God of things future, but what is originated in arid dependent 
en his own Decrees. I muſt ſolemnely profeſle, I can ſee no way 
left to evade the force of Socinus's argument againſt the certaintie 
of Gods preſcience, if we reſolve it not into the free determina- 
tion of his own wil decreeing al future events; of which more in 
what follows, (hap. 5. $. 2. 

- 4: Prop. That whatever God abſolutely predefines or predeſtines 
from Eternitis, he predetermines m time, This Propoſition the New 


Metho.. 


- f ot conditionales 
yed by any thing but itſelf ? Are not conditional Decrees-incon- ſunt alienz 2 
fiſtent therewith ? Doth not God in the glaſs of his own Decrees fſapientia & 
prudentia De, 
Ruiz, de Volunt, + 
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"Methodiſts ſeem generally to grant. Sq Stranging, L. 3, c.2. 1 

- 547. © When we ſpeak of abſolute predefinition, we willingly 
© erant, that the predefinition of God from eternitie, and the 
© Predetermination of the create wil in time mutually follow each 
© other ; ſo that whatever particular ſingular A& God hath ah. 
© ſolutely predefined ſhould be done by*us, to the ſame he doth 
© determine our wil : For whatever God hath by his Decree & 
© predefined, it is neceſſary that he effeCt the ſame, or cauſe that 
© it be done; becauſe the Decree of God, ſeeing it is abſolute and 
© efficacious, muſt neceſſarily have its effect ; which it cannot 
© have but by efficaciouſly applying the create wil to the predefi. 
© nite at: otherwiſe, if the wil ſhould not aft that which is pre. 
© defined, the Predefinition and Decree of God would be frultra. 
© ted, which is abſurd. A good conceſſion, which wil be of uk 
to us in what follows, Chap. 5. $. 3- : 

5. Prop. That God doth predetermine the human Wil to al afts 
and effetts morally good, as alſo to ſome other commun atts and 
effets. This Propoſition is generally rejected by the Armini. 
ans, as alſo by Baronixs, yet the New Methodiſts, who have 
chalked out a middle Way, generally entertain it. Thus Stres- 
gins, l. 3. c.5. p.584. *We have ſhewen, that God doth not 
© inal things predetermine the human Wil, namely not in aCti. 
© ons intrinſecally evil, and to which Vitioſitie is neceſſarily an- 
©nexed; albeit in things lawful, not only in works of Grace, but 
© alſo in others that are-commun, according to his own pleaſure, 
© he determines it, with the preſervation of its own native li. 
© bertie, ſithat-he can never offer any violence to the wi), but 
© only moves it ſweetly according to its own nature. See more 
on this argument in what follows, c. 3. $. 1. on Prov. 21. 1, 
This great conceſſion of Srrangius indeed cuts the nerves and 
ſinews of al his arguments againſt our Hypotheſis : For if God can 
and doth predetermine the wil to ſome acts, without any vio- 
lence offered to its Libertie, why may he not alſo predeter- 
mine it to al its a(ts, without prejudice to its Libertie ? The 
force of this conſequence is ſo ſtrong, that it forceth Bare- 
mi and the Arminians to denie al Predetermination. See Chap. 

- $. 4+ 
, 6. Prop. That God predetermins the Wil tothe ſubſtrate mater of 
ſome ſinful atts, even of ſuch as are not intrinſecally evil. This Pro- 
polition is granted by Srrangine, L. 4.c. 1.p.766, © But although 
©10 
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| Chap. 2 Wherein we and our Opponents agree: 
Gjn'the ations of 'wicked men, when God doth uſe them as In- - 
<truments for the execution of ſome peculiar works, it may per-. 


« adventure be ſaid, that God doth determine their wils, yet it 
«ſeems more incommode to ſay, that God moves and predeter- 
mines to al other aQts, as to aCts of hatred of God, blaſphe- 
«mie, &c. So that he yieldeth, that God may predetermine to 
the mater of ſome ſinful a&ts : and indeed it cannot be rationally 
denied; fithat Acts _— good are alſo in part ſinful ; and 
the ſubſtrate mater of the a&t as good and ſinful is the ſame : 
wherefore if God predetermine the human wil to the ſubſtrate 
mater of the aCt as good, mult he not alſo predetermine it to 
the ſubſtrate mater of the act as ſinful ? When 1 ſay, that God 
doth predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of the act as 
ſinful, As here muſt not, yea cannot be taken Reduplicatively, 
but only Specificatively, as it ſpecifes one and the fame Aft, and 
diſtributes it 1nto its oppoſite AdjunCts of Goodand Ew; So that 
the meaning is no more than this, that God predetermines the wil 
to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative att which # both good and evil : 
and if he predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of the AR 
which is imperfectly good, (as our Adverſfaries grant) he muſt 
alſo neceſſarily predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of 
the aft whereunto ſin is annexed : becauſe the ſubſtrate mater of 
the At as good and evil is the fame. When our Adverfaries 
ſhal have given us a rational and diſtin&t ſolution to this argu- 
ment, I ſhal confeſs they have done much for the ſubverſion of 
eur Hypotheſis. Of this Argument, ſee Chap. 5. $. 4, 5. 

7. Prop. That there is no real poſitrve Att or Entitie m nature, 
whereof God us not the efficient _ This is generally granted by 
al thoſe that denie ſin to be a poſitive Being. So Strang, |. 3. 
c. 3. Þ. 557. *© There is no Entitie, and no ation as it is an aQti- 
* on or has any realitie, whereof, God is not the cauſe, or which 
© he hath not decreed either abſolutely or reſpe@ively. So. 4. 
c. 11. p. 859. *The entitie of the Action is reduced unto God, 


©as the firſt cauſe, on whoſe concurſe and influxe it dependes. / So- 


a Reverend Divine, Cathol. Theol. Part 1. Set#, 17. p.85: *Itis 
© certain, that as motws vel aitio Is quid naturale, it is of God as 


Gthe firſt cauſe of Nature: and ſo when a ſinner acteth, it is: 


*not without the firft Univerſal Cauſe. One would think that 
this conceſſion, if well ſtated and proſecuted, would put an end 


to. our controverſie ; For al that we demand is, that the real poſi-. 
tive. 


tive aft, whereunto ſin is annexed, be from God as the firſt eaſe 
of Nature ; But yet what our Opponents grant, as limited 
them wil not anſwer our expectations. For ſome hold with Dy. 
randys , that the aCtion is from God, but not immediately; 
others, that it is immediately from God, yet not by a predetermi. 
native concurſe. Hence, 

8. Prop. That God concurs immediately to the ſubſtrate mater 
entitative att whereunto ſin is annexed. This Propoſition is nat 
granted by ſuch as follow Durandus either in words or ſenſe, yet 
by others it is. Thus Strangins, |. 1. c. 10. p. 54. But we muſt 
judge, that God doth immediately reach every attion and effeft of thy 
creature, and that both by the Immeazation of virtue and ſuppoſite r 
perſon. For as God himſelf, ſo his virtue #5 every where preſent and 
energetic. For the proof whereof he cites 1ſa. 26. 12. Rom, 11, 
wlt. 1 Cor. 12.6. Att. 17. 28. with other Scriptures. So Ch, 11, 
þ- 61. he confeſſeth, that there is a common influxe of God unty 
al actions, which he cals iyigyrae, the yy ard efficace of God, 
whereby he ' doth ſubordinate ſecond Cauſes to himſelf \, ſo that what. 
ever they are or do alt, they eſſentially _ on him in both reſpetty, 
Whereby he ſeems to evince, that Gods Influxe doth not only 
render the ſubject habile to'aCt, but alſo immediately reach the 
very act, even that has ſin annexed to it. The like he addes, 
[.4.c.1.p.760. *It may \truely be ſaid, and men are wont 
©to ſpeak, That God is the cauſe of vitioſe ations, albeit hehe 
© not the cauſe of the aCtionsas they are vitioſe. And more fully 
L. 4. c.3. p. 783. From What has been ſaid, it may in ſome 
© manner be underſtood, how in a ſane ſenſe God may be ſaid to 
© impel or incline to ſome ſin, when yet he is void of al ſin: ja 
© cially if theſe things be obſerved. (1) That it be not under- 
© ſtood, that God moves or inclines men to ſin in general. (2) Nei- 
© ther that it be ſaid, that God moves to al ſin, but only to ſuch, 
© in which he uſeth depraved wils as inſtruments to execute his 
© good works. (3) Neither that it be underſtood, that God doth 
6 properly move to ſin _ and formally taken, or ſin as ſin; 
© but only to the material of ſin, 5. e, not to the ſin of the Action, 
© but to the Action as ſubſtrate to the ſin, ſo that he be not the 
© Author of the vitioſitie, which he only permits, but of the 
< ſubſtrate A, and of his own direCtion and ordination, which 
© he exerciſeth about the vitioſe Aftion, &c, Yea in Actions 
intrinſecally ſinful, he ſeems to grant, that the AR, -s it wy 
payuc 
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php or natural Being, is from God. Sol. 4. c. 12. p. 876. 


hat which is alſo true of ACtions which are intrinſecally evil, 


* «{ychas the hatred of God, perjurie, &c, In which alſo we muſt 


«diſtinguiſh the phyſic or natural Being from the Ethic or moral 
& evil, —— That God concurs to the wax action, but not to 
the moral vice of the ation we have above ſhewen, There are 
two obſervables in theſe conceſſions of Srrangins, which, if he 
were candid and uniforme in granting us, would put a period 
to the controverſie. ['1] That in Attions intrinſecally evil there 
is 4 phyſic or natural entitie ſeparable from the ethic or moral v4i- 
tioſitie. [ 2] That the phyſic or natural entitie of al ſinful Aftions, 
even ſuch as are intrinſecally ſinful, is immediately from God, as the 
firſt cauſe of Nature. But I muſt confeſſe, I cannot find that 
Straneins is candid or uniforme in theſe his conceſſions, but 
elſewhere he ſeems to overthrow what he has here granted. 
For, [1 ] He ſometimes aſſerts, that the natural act of hating 
God 1s 10 intrinſecally evil, as that the vitioſitie cannot be ſepa- 
rated from it. Again, [2] albeit he ſeem frequently to grant 
an immediate concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful as, yet 
when he comes to explain what he intends thereby, he doth too 
much verge unto, if not wholly eſpouſe Dwrandw's mediate con- 
curſe, as to acts intrinſecally evil. Thus alſo aldus, as it 
is wel noted by Le Blanc, Theſ. Conciliat. Arbitris, &c. Thef. 48. 
» 436, 
: g. Prop. That Gods Providence is umverſally- and efficaciouſly 
altive in the direfting and governing the Sins of men unto his own Glo- 
re, This moſt of the: new Methodiſts grant, albeit ſome ſeem 
todenie it, at leaſt in part. Our Propoſition is granted by Str ar- 
fins, 1.3. 4. p. 469. © Neither doth it follow from our opinion, 
© that any free a& is ſubſtrated from the Providence of God, if 
© man doth that which Ged permits, ſithat whether it be good or 
@evil that man doth, God muſt foreknow, and direCt and order 
{it to the end appointed by himſelf. Sol. 4.c. 1. p. 760. *Fur: 
*thermore it mult be obſerved, which we have oft mentioneg, 
© that God albeit he doth not wil ſin as fin, yet he doth adviſedly 
© permit, direct, and ordain it in the beſt manner, to execute his 
©righteons-judgements, and illuſtrate his glorie. Thelike 0.764 
* Albeit we denie that God doth cyer determine the wil to lin for- 
© mally taken, or tothe ations unto which ſin is neceſſarily an- 


*nexed, yet we acknowledge, that God doth ſo rule and _ 
F ©the 


>; FWhereit our Opponents differ among themſelves. Bock 
© the ſinful wils of Men and Devils, that by permitting tenty, 
© tions, offering objects, ſubminiſtrating occaſions, denying G 
© which he owes to none, letting looſe the reins to Satan, ye. 
* moving impediments, or by operating in any other ſceret man. 
ner, the event which he pre-appoints inf: wy follows, and 
© ſpecially that that work be performed, for the effeting of which 
© God uſeth their miniſterie. How much would this conceſſion 
conduce to put a period to this controverſie, were our Adver. 
faries but ingenuous in their aſſent and conſent to it ? Dothhe 
not ſay here as much as we, abating only the terme Predetermj. 
nation ? and yet elſewhere how doth he ſtart off from what is here 
granted ? | 
' 10. Prop. That God doth no way concur or predetermine the hy. 
man wil to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative att of ſin fo as to bethy 
cauſe or author of Sin. This Propoſition we chearfully and with 
our whole Souls affent and conſent nnto ;- although it be the 
deſigne and unwearied endeavors of onr Adverfaries, both Pele 
gians, Jeſuites, Arminians and new Methodiſts, to faſten the An | 
titheſis on us, namely, That we make God to be the Author of fi, | 
Which Imputation has been in al Ages of the Chriſtian Church | 
faſtened on thoſe that defended Efhcacious Grace and -Divine | 
Concurſe, as we ſhal ſhew in what follows, Chap. 4. | 
wherein our -Op- $. 2, Having laid down the general Propettions, wherein on 
ponents differ Opponents generally, though not without ſome variation, cot- 
among them= cord with us, it follows, that we ſhew briefly wherein they difir 
ſetuts. among themſelves. Indeed, fo great is the difference of our Ag 
yerſaries, ſpecially the New Methodiſts, Amyraldns, Baronim, 
Strangins, Le Blanc, and others among themſelves in this point 
touching Gods efficacions concurſe to the ſabſtrate mater of fin, 
as that it is very difficult for ns to forme comman principes or 
Hypotheſes wherein they al agree. And albeit they generally 
agree in their oppoſing our Hypotheſis, touching Gods imme. 
diate predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ati. 
ans intrinſecally evil, yet they lay down their own Antitheſs 
with ſo much caution, ſuſpenſion, and heſitation of mind, asif 
they were afraid the contrary might prove true. Placers, Tratta:. 
de Liber. Arbit. p. 174, cunningly waves the determination of 
the Queſtion, with this modeſt concelement of his mind : Truehy 
we, according to the reverence we have towards the infinite Majeſtie of 
Gag, dare not define what the Dependence of the ſecond cauſe on thr 
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: m Their differences. about God: Preſcience. 


is : It ſufficeth us, that roo much dependence cannot be aſſerted, 
woided that it doth not aſperſe God with any the leaſt ſpot of our ſins. 
hich we readily cloſe with , renouncing al ſuch dependence as 

ines the holy God under the imputation of ſin. So Baronixs, 
Ma ph. Seft. 8. Diſp. 3- $. 78. pag. 147. having giyen us the men- 
tion of the Thonuſts previous predeterminative concurſe, namely, 
that the human wil 53 11 al its motions excited by God, and efficacionſly, 
i.e. irreſoſtibly moved, firit to att, and then to alt this rather than that, 
before he undertakes the refutation hereof he thus premoniſhes 
ns: In the mean while we profeſſe theſe two things : (1) That we do 
much againſt our wil recede from this opinion , and that becauſe we con- 
ceive ſo honour ably of thoſe great men, which are Patrones thereof. (2) 
That we are ready, if any thing may follow from this our Doftrine 
againſt any article of faith, to rejett it. Le Blanc, Concil. Arbitr. 
Hum. The. 55. pg. 438. ſeems to wave the Controverſie; yet 
Theſ. 56. he inclines to the opinion of Serangius, That God cannot 
promove and predetermine free cauſes to atts intrinſecally evil, 

without _ the Author of ſin. But The. 57. he confeſſeth , That 
provided God be not made the Author of ſin, the dependence of the ſecond 
canſes on the firſt in atting cannot be too much aſſerted, &c. And 
Theſ. 58. he concludes, T hat the force and efficace of the Divine pro- 
vidence even about ſinful atts, is not to be reſtrained to a certain gene- 
ral indifferent concurſe ; but that God doth many ways procure, pro- 
move, dirett, and moderate ſinful events. So great is the heſitation 
of our Adverſaries. Yea, how frequently do the very ſame per- 
ſons differ from themſelyes in their ſentiments about this point ? 
3h.not the ſame perſon ſometimes ſeem to grant an univerſal 
curſe immediately influencing al natural as, and yet elſe- 


 wheredenie the fame toadts intrinſecally evil? And fo in other 


points controverted by us. Byt the differences of our Opponents 
among themſelves are more palpable and vilible as to the tollow- 


ing Particulars. 


1. They are greatly conſuſed and at variance among themſelves as Thir differmet; 
to Gods Preſcience of ſinful atts, Al the New Methodiſts gene- 1- about Gods | 
cr they Pr eſcyence. 


y grant Gods certain preſcience of al ſinful aCts, but 


are at a great difference, yea contradiction among chemilives in 
the ſtating of it. (1) Strangins, bb.3. cap.7. p.594. tels us, That 
amons al the modes which are wont to be explicated, that ſeems the moſt 
probable , which is taken from the preſence of althings in Eternitie, 
Whereia he follows the Doin —_ and fo mult by oogance 

| 2 reſolve 


Their differences about Gods Preſcience. Bookin i 
reſolve the futurition of ſin into thewil of God permitting it, 
which overthrows his Hypotheſis. Yet cap. 8. pag. 622. he re. 
folves the certaintie of Gods foreknowing future events into. the 
mere Eſſence of God. And pag. 626. he reſolves it ato the attion 
themſelves and their determinate cauſes. Laltly , cap. 10. pag. 646, 
he in down-right termes confeſſeth, That the ſcrence of ſuture ſo 
& referred to the ſcience of _ Which is al that we contend 
for , and that which neceſſarily reſolves Gods preſcience of fin, 
into the act of his wil permitting it. Some of our Opponentsze. 
ſolve Gods certain preſcience of fin into the infinitude of bis ſtence, 
Thus Le Blanc De Concord; Libert. p 444. Thej.39. As for the fourth 
epinion, which ſeeketh the certitude of Divine preſcience 1 the infiniig 
of the Divine Intelleft , and in the determinate veritie of thoſe thing; 
which are contingently future, it layeth down nothing but what u certan 
and indubitate. Yet Theſ. 40. he confeſſeth , That this opinion doth 
not ſatisfie the Queſtion , nor take away the principal difſicultiz: Fir 
that which is here moſt difficult to be underſtood is , how future contin. 
gents do from Etermitie paſſe from mere poſſibles into the nature of ſu. 
eures, that ſo under that reaſon they may be perceived by God, Which 
knot he endeayors to untie, by telling us, that the ſame cauſes the 
give exiſtence to things ſuture give them alſo therr f turition. But 
this is a very jejune and poor evaſion, as we ſhal hereafter ſhew, 
Chap. 5. $. 1. (3) Others refer Gods certain preſcience of ſin to 
the ſeſuites middle ſcience , whereby God forelees, that if the wil 
of man come under ſuch a connexion of cauſes; circumſtances, 
and- providential concurrences , «the effet wil certainly follow, 
albeit in itſelf merely contingent. Thus Lad. Crocius , Dyoder. 
Diſſert. Diſſert. 7. where he largely but weakly defends this mid 
dle ſcience : which Le Blanc, De Concord. Libert . pag. 449. Theſ.26, 
&c. makes to be the opinion of Baronw and others. Le Blane 
himſelf, pag. 444: Theſ. 4.2. confeſſeth , That it wants not great &f- 
ficultie , how a thing which is ſuppoſed to depend on a cauſe im utſelf inde- 


rerminate ſhould be certainly knowen by the Divine Intelleft : for the 
| Drome Intelleft atboagh info cannot ſee what is not, nor yet change 
the nature of its objeft. hence he concludes, The. 4.3. That þ 


ing there 1s ſo much darkneſſe on al ſides , our ſafeſt and moſt ingenuou 
conrſe 38 to confeſſe our own ignorance herein, The like ſubterfuge 
Strangins makes uſe of, /. 3. c. 5. p. 576. & c.6. p. 591. with this 
pretexte, That the made of Divine preſcience is not reveled in Scri- 
prvre. A pot refuge indeed! why then da they ſo daringly = 

and. 


5 


= 


For 


.Chap.2. The futurition of ſin. Divine concurſe. 
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and prie into the Divine preſcience, and draw it down to the mo- 
del of our corrupt reaſon ? We eaſily grant, that the mode of Di- 
vine preſcience is incomprehenſible by poor mortals, and there- 
fore can content our ſelves with ſcriptural deſcriptions thereof : 
but this we aſſert, that it is impoſlible the Divine preſcience, 
which is in itſelf moſt certain , ſhould depend on the moſt incer- 
tain ambulatory wil of man ; and ſo much Scripture and Reaſon 
grounded thereon doth fully demonſtrate. 

2. Our Adverſfaries differ greatly among themſelves about the 
futurition of ſin, and Gods predefinition thereof, Stcangivs, 1.3. c.11. 
holds, That ſome free atts are abſolutely ſuture, and knowen of God as 
ſuch, without any Decree predetermining the free canſes to thoſe afts : 
and yet he denies, chat thoſe free contingent fitures can be knowen by 
God according to any Hypotheſis, which doth not neceſſarily infer the 
determination of the create wil ; and thence which doth not include 
an abſolute Decree of their ſuturition, Whence it wil follow, that God 
can foreknow no contingent ſinf, | ait as abſolutely. future, but what he 
fof decreed to be abſolutely. funre ;, which yet Strangzus admits not. 

erein he is. oppoſed-by Le Blanc, De Concord. Libert. pag. 455, 


3: Our Opponents are aMo at variance among themſelves <p 
CHTie. 


touching Gods concurſe, its immediation, totalitie , prioritie, efficace, 
and predetermination as to ſinful aits, (1) How many of them in. 
cline to the ſentiments of Durandus, denying al immediate con- 
curſe to ſinful afts? And of thoſe that grant immediate concurſe 
in termes, how many yet denie It in realitie ? Among thoſe that 
ant immediate concurſe both name and thing , do not many 
eſpouſe ſuch conſequences as are inconſiſtent therewith, yea re- 
pugnant thereto? (2) Our Adverſaries alſo differ much about 
Gods total particular concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative 
att of ſin. Some grant a rotal concurſe to the phyſic entitative 
att in the general, but not in particular : others grant a. total 
concurſe to the entitative actin particular, abſtraCting the refe- 
rence it has to its objeR : Thus Srrangius, lib.2. cap. 3. who grants, 
that God doth concur by. a ſhecia! concurſe to the ſpecial effetts as they 
are ſpecifically diſtmuguaſhed not morally bat. phyſically 1, which. is al 
that we contend for : Others, on the contrary, make Gods con- 
curſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin only partial and general, aſſert- 
ing with Molina, Part. 1.'9. 14. 4. 3- Diſp.6. That God itonly a par- 
tial cauſe | pe emtitative a of ſin : So a Divine of name among . 
usz. yea he aſlerts, that God never taraly permits ſim. . (3) Our 
Oppo-.- 


2. The ſutaviti- 
0n of 
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'  Dzvine Concnrſe, | Bookin, | 
"Oppanents differ alſo among themſelves touching the Prices 
_ of Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. ome _ 
*Gods concurſe hereto previous, though not predeterminatiye; & 
Strangins : but others make it to be only ſomultancons ; aſſerting 
that.God concurs with the wil of man in the ſame moment gf 
nature and reafon, to the ſame alt. So Barons, wherein he alſo 
follows Lud. Molina and the Arminians, (4) Laſtly, the princi. 
pal difference among our Adverſaries -is about the Efficacitie and 
Predetermination of Divine concurſe as to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſin. Some make the concurſe of God to be only general and in. 
different, and ſo determinable by the ſecond cauſe, as the influence 
of the Sun is by the mater it workes upon. Thus Baronins, Mera. 
phyſ. Set. 8. Diſput. 3. $. 73, 74» 75- P48. 142, &c. where he makes 
Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater f Teal atts to be the ſame with 
that of the Sun concurring to the generation of a man or horſe, Where. 
in he follows the Remonſtrants and Jeſuites , more particularly 
Molina, (concord. Liber. Arbitr. cum Gr at. donis , &c. Queſt. 14, 
Diſput. 26. Thus a reverend Divine of name among our ſelves 
openly aſſerts , that Gods concurſe is determinable by the creature, 
But Strangias, albeit he too far fals in with the ſentiments of By 
ronius againſt predetermination; yet he rejetts this Hypotheſis. 
of a general indiflerent concurſe as too grolle and Pelagian. $9 
1.2.c.3.p.154- We ſay not therefore , that God concurs only by a gene. 
ral concurſe, as the Sun concurs un the ſame manner to the generation 
of a man, and of an horſe, and of a mouſe ;, but we determine, that the 
snfluxe of God #5 ſpecial to ſpecial effetts , as they are phyſically diſtin 
gu5ſhed ſpecie, and unto al kind of entitie, but not to the re mo- 
ral iniquitie, which conſiſtes in privation. Strangius here ſeems to 
oppoſe Baroniuss Hypotheſis touching a general indifferent con- 
curſe ; but yet, I muſt confeſſe , upon a more accurate reſearch 
I cannot find that he differs materially from Baronixs herein : for 
although /.1. c.11. p.61. he calsthis concurſe Wigymar, efficace, yet 
he makes it be but commun, and no way determinative, and there: 
fore only indifferent. The like /. 2, c. 19. p.373. And Iam very 
ſitive in this, that no man living can rationally exemt them- 
ſelves from the impntation of the Jeſuites indifferent concurſe, 
and aſſert an efficacious ſpecial concurſe , bat what is determina- 
tive as to the ſubjeCt it workes on. . And thence Le Blanc , Concil, 
Arbitr. part. 3. thef. 36. p. 434. confeſſeth , Thar Strangius's ops 
ion 4s to this point differs but little from that of Baronius. Laſtly, 


Bare- 
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Baronins denies al predetermination both as to good and evil aftions 
as Metaph. Set. 8. Diſput. 3. $. 78, &Cc. ls 146, Strangius allows 
ermination to al atts morally thou;h but imperſettly good, and to 
other atts of the wil, whenſoever God pleaſetb, or need requireth ;, 
yet be 


denies it to «l alts of the creatures, ſpecially to ſuch as are in- 
trinſecally evil, as kb. 2. cap. 4. pag. 162. and elſewhere. Herein 
he is followed by ſome Divines of note among our ſelves, who I 
am very confident wil never be able to maintain their ſingular 
Hypotheſis , but wil at laſt be driven to the opinion of Barons, 
the Remonftrants, and Jeſvuites, or elſe fal under the lode of al 
thoſe black conſequences they clog our Hypotheſis with; of which 


hereafter, Chap. 5. $. 4. 


4. Our Adverfaries differ much among themſelves about Gods ,, Gods permg 
permiſſion of ſin, its nature and efficace. {1) A Divine of repute ſion of ſin. 


among our ſelves am Ao no aft f s _ oy ative aq; 

, or erxcifying of Cbriſt was willed by God; but only the paſ- 
1 vendition jb rs or effe@ ;, yea he faith, That God 
doth not wil ſin as a puniſhment in a proper ſenſe : but others allow, 
that God wils the atts of ſin as penal, Or conducib!e to his own glorie, 
thouzh not as ſinful afts, Thus Strangins, l. 4. c. 2.-p. 773. where 
having refuted that diſtinRion (at firſt framed by Bellarmine, and 
of late reaſſumed by a Divine of great name among our ſelves). 
of ative and paſſive vendition and crucifixion, he concludes thus : 
Therefore here was not an otioſe or idle permiſſion , but an efficax. 
operation in the ſelling of Joſeph , which is more orthodoxe and 
conſiſtent with itſelf , than the former Hypotheſis which ſeems to 
be contradiCtory to itſelf, as hereafter, Chap. 3.5. 2. (2) Some 
of our Opponents aſſert , Gods permiſſion of fin to be altogether 
ineffcactons,. yea idle and unattive : but others allow it an cfh- 
cace, and energie for the limiting, direCting, and ordering of fin- 
ful afts to their proper ends; albeit not about the act itſelf; 
which I conceive no better than a modeſt contradiftion : for how 


. ean Gods permiſſion limit, direct, and order ſinful aQts, but by in- 


Hencing rhe very act itſelf materially conſidered ? See more of 
this, Chap. 5. $.6. 


5 : 
5. Our Adverfaries alfo differ greatly among themſelves about ,. 7;, 1:4; . 


the Nature of fin, its formal Reaſon, &&c. Some; and thoſe of no ir. 
final repute among our ſelves; hold fin, asto its formal reaſon, to 
it a ſive real Being : which indeed is molt agreable to their 


Hypotheſis touching af7s imrinſecally evil, which they denie to be 
as : 
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Pe _ SORT CY "OI ad ile ada - Jah, - FR "IFT"R ws "SER 
—_—_ : ” * + Prep : P 8 s 
IWherein' we differ frow the new Medbodifts. Book” 


as.to their ſubſtrate matcr or entitative'act from God, I muſt 
confeſſe this opinion would carry ſomewhat of probabilitie with 
it, if we could with: the Manichees hold two firſt Principes a 

Cauſes, one of good, the other of ev:/ ; but for us that aſſert but one 
firſt Cauſe of al create poſitive Beings, I cannot. imagine how 

can maintain this Hypotheſis of the poſitsvitie of ſin, without ma. 
king God the Author of fin, or making mans corrupt wil inde- 
pendent, and ſo the firſt cauſe of a real poſitive aft. Therefore 
Strangins, lib, 1. cap. 13. to avoid theſe black conſequences ſtrong. 
ly argues, with the Octhodoxe, that the formal reaſon of ſin conſiſts 
in prevation. But withal we are here to note, that this Hypothe. 
ſis utterly oyverthrows his other Hypotheſis touching acts intrig. 
ſecally evil, which he denies :o be from God as to their ſubſtrate 
-mater ; of which more hereafter, Chap. 5. $. 5. 

There are.other-points of moment wherein our Antagoniſts 
differ among themſelves, as wel as from us; namely, touchi 
the natural or moral libertie of the wil , natural impoſſibilstie and po 
bilitie, Gods decretive and approbative wil, of which before Chap. 1, 
And indeed we need no way wonder , that our Adverſaries tlius 
differ among themſelves, ſithat their Hypotheſis is liable to 
many .inconſiſtences and contradictions: for how is it poli 
that they ſhould agree among themſelves, when as their princi 
Hypotheſis is ſo diſagreeing from itſelf ? But more of this w 
we come to the demonſtrative part, Chap. 5. 
$. 3. We procede now to ſhew , Wherezn we differ from thoſe of 


fer from the new the new method, Strangius , Baronius, Le Blanc, and others, about 
Methodifts. 


Gods concurſe. to the ſubſtrate mater of fin. Immediately on the 
breaking. up of the Synod of Dort, wherein the Antitheſes and ſen- 
timents of the Arminians were ſo ſtrongly and fully refuted, there 
ſprang up ſome Divines, who gave their aſſent and conſent to the 
Canons of the faid Synod, but yet contrived-a new method, fj 

cially as to umiverſal Grace, Reprobation, and Gods concurſe to the [1 
ſtrate mater of. ſin, in order to a coalition with the Arminian par- 
tie, as-we ſhal hereafter demonſtrate. And the principal Agent, 
who undertook the new modelling this laſt head, was Strang; 
which he has copioſely treated of, according to the new method 
in his Book, De Yoluntate © Aftionibus Dei circa peccatum : whoſe 
ſentiments we are to examine in what follows; but at preſent 
we ſhal-only lay down in ſeveral Prqpoſitions whereia we differ 
from him , and thoſe who follow his method .ia the ſtating Gags 
Concurſe to the mater of ſin, We aſſert, 1, Prop. 
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13. Prop. God hat an abſolute efficacious Decree about the ſubſtrate t-. 45 to Gods 


* eternal predefinition extendes itſelf to al thoſe things unto which the cau- 


PEO DPAEASDT TORO PHARS, SEEDERS ooG®o Sy rraiogoor gig 5Aal 


1 #0 Gods Dicrers, he. a 


ee7 Or entitative aft of al ſin. This Propoſition Strangins, bb. 3. Piortes. 
 $8þ. 3. p4g- 547 grants.to be true in althings but ſin, ſpecially the 
firſt ſin, and fuch aCts as are intrinſecally evil : which ſufficiently 
proves our Propoſition ; for we fay and are ready todemonſtrate, 
that the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act whereto ſin is annexed, 
is not in itſelf or its natural entitie ſinful , but naturally good: 
What there is of ſin annexed to it ariſeth from its moral eſtima- 
tionand relation to the Law of God violated thereby : in which 
regard we peremptorily denie that it is from God, Yea Stran- 
gius, lib. 3. Cap. 4+ pag. 569. grants, That God is the cauſe of the att, 
though he doth not abſolutely predeſtine or decree the ſame : and then 
to'that objection of Alvarez, That the Divine preordination and 


ſalitie and efficzence of God extendes , he replies » That God decrees 
althings either abſolutely or reſpettvely. But this Is a very poor Pe- 
lagian evaſion : for refpeftive or conditional Decrees are every way 
unbecoming the Divine perfections of God, as our Divines, parti- 
cularly Davenant Ammadverſ. againſt Hoard, pag. 226. have pro- 
ved againſt the Arminians. Laſtly, Serangins, bib. 3. cap. 5.p.576. ] 
denies, That God decrees al fins , a the firſt ſin : which we | — 
thalin its place endeavor to prove, with the ſolution of his obje- 

fions againſt it. Hence, 

2. Prop. The Decree of God goes fmturition to the ſubſtrate mater 2, Th Fu. 
or material entitative att whereunto ſin is annexed. The Antitheſis tion of /in. 
hereto is defended by Strangins, hb. 3. cap. ys. pag. 585. where he 
affirmes, That it is not repugnant to the nature of God, or of the thing 
#ſelf, that ſomething be future, which God has not predefined. $0 c. g. TR 
p.628, he denies, that God bath decreed al futures, namely the fal of 
Adam, or the ſin againſt the Holy Ghoſt, This Propoſition is alſo 
violently impugned by Le Blanc, de Concord. Libert. Hum. par. 1. 
theſ. 55, &c. But ſpecially I can no way approve of what Twille « doth 
in many places aſſert, That the Decree of God and his wil is the ſole and 
only cauſe of the futurition of every event. And he inſtanceth in the 
fal of Adam and the Angels. His Arguments againlt the futuri- 
tion of the ſubſtrate mater of ſin from the Decree of God, we ſnal 
examine in what follows, (hap. 5. $. 1. 

3. Prop. The prees Decree of God about ſin is not idle but effi- 3. Gods permiſ- 
cacious. This Propolition is oppoſed by Strangins, l. 3. c. 2.p.556. ſve Deere. 
Neuher do we grant, what ſome -_ , that the permiſſive Decree of 
: Goa, 


42 .Ouds preſcience of fin, &c. Book WF 
God, whereby he permits al ſin, ts efficacious, albeit not effeitwve, Far 
fo the fal of Adam and al other ſins ſhould procede from the efficace 
the Divine Decree : which is an bard ſaymg. Neither 5s that 
bard, which ſome affirme , that God hath abſolutely decreed, that mey 
ao not more good than what they do , and omit not more evil than 
what they omit. This Hypothelis is ſo far from being hard, as that 
I conceive Strangius's oppoſite perſuaſion is moſt dangerous and 
deſtructive of the Divine Decrees, as we ſhal ſhew in its place. 
Yea Srranoins himſelf, in what follows, pag. 557- grants what 
Lombard, kb.1. diſt 47. alſertes, namely, that the wil of Godis always 

| efficacious, &C. 
4: Gods preſei-- 4+. Prop. Gods Preſcience of things future, and particularly of aft. 
euce of ſm. whereto ſin ts annexed is founded on his Decrees, Thus Hilarie, & 
Trin. lib. 9. What God decreed to do, thoſe things be knows in bis wil 
This fentence of Filarie Strangins, lib. 3, cap. 5. pag. 576. Ownes a 
orthodox, but yet denies, that the abſolute Decree of God 15 the rea. 
fon of knowing althings. So Le Blanc, de Concord. Libert. ': I, 
theſ. 63. I ſee no walls why we ſhould denie unto God the knowledge of 
thoſe things which are freely ſuture under a certain condition, albeit in 
that condition there be not included a decree of predetermining the free 
cauſe to this or that. But Scotus and his followers: fully eſpouſe our 
Hypotheſis, alerting, That God certainly knows al future contin 
gents, becauſe his Divine Eſſence , which.is the reaſon of knowing, ne 
preſentes to the Divine Intelleft the thing determinately future from 
the determination of his own wil. And then as to the preſciencef 
{in, they hold, That albeit God doth 119t predefine ſins as ſuch, yet be 
defines the permiſſion of ſins, in which be knows them to be future. 
Which is orthodox, and: that which we ſhal demonſtrate here- 
after, Chap. 5. $. 2, 
g Divine Pre» $- Prop. It belongs to the Perfeftion of Gods wil and providence to- 
axrermination.. predefine and predetermine al the free aits of the wil, This predefini- 
tion and predetermination as to gratioſe aCts Strangins, kb, 2. c.8, 
p. 188; and the reſt of the new Methodiſts , excepting Barom, 
grant; but they denie it as to the Fal of eAdamand other aCts in- 
trinſecally evil. . So Strangius, lib, 3. cap. 4. paz. 568. But if it be 
ſaid, that God predefined and predetermined that Adam ſhould at that- 
very time eat, abſtratting from the objett which he did eat of, that can- 
not be. Then he gives his reaſons, why God could not predefine 
and predetermine e Adam to the adt of eating, abſtratting it from 
the reference it has to its objet., And then he addes : Adoreover 
Wee. 
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we demie, that it belongs to the Perfeftion of God or of Drunme Provi- 
dence, that he abſolutely predefine al free alts, and predetermin the 
Wil mito them. The Arguments he urgeth for this his Antitheſis 
we ſhal endeavor to ſolve, and demonſtrate our own hypotheſis 
in its due place, Chap. 6.$. 1. 


43 


6. Prop. Gods predefinition of and predetermmation to the ſubſtrate 6. Human Li- 
mater of ſinful Acts deſtroys not their Libertie. Strangins and his vntie- 


Seftators grant, That Predefinition and Predetermination deſtroyes 
not that Libertie which is efſential to the Wil, but only that which 
conſiſtes in Indifference. So Strangins, 1. 3. c. 14. p. 681, 682, 683, 
685, 686. aid c.'16. p. 711, how frivolous this opinion is, 
and how unapt to ſerve the defigne for which it was coined, we 
have already intimated, c. 1. g. 3. and intend more fully to de- 
monſtrate, Chap. 6.4. 5. 

7, Prop. Predefinition m the divine Decree and Predetermination 
in time of thoſe entitative Afts whereunto fin is annexed, do not make 
God the Author of Sin. This is the principal point in controverſie, 
the Antitheſis whereof is ſtrongly urged, though weakly de- 
fended by our Opponents. Thns Srrangins, L. 3. c. 2. p. 548. But 
I judge it no way conſent aneous to the natural ſanttitie of God, that he 
wil and decree ſin to be, the vitioſitie to exiſt, and that be predefine 
ſuch afts, wherennto the vitioſitie us neceſſarily annexed; ſpecially the 
Fal of the evil Angels and our firſt Parents, from whence al fins ſprang. 
$0 c. 5. p. 579. Whether i be ſaid from the permiſſion, or from 1 
Deeyee of God permitting, or from the aftion of which God 1s the cauſe, 
that fir 1s neceſſarily inferred, truely the neceſſity of ſinning is aferi- 
bed to God as the Author ; namely becanſe he detreed and caufed that 
from which ſin neceſſarily follows. The like p. 587. Neither hath 
God predetermined the wil of Adam to the very att of eating the for- 
hidden fruit, which yet as to its entitie is reduced to God as the firſt 
cauſe neither was that att or its vitiofitie neceſſarily inferred from 
the permiſſion of God. That this Antitheſis of Strangius and his 
Sectators is falſe, and our Hypotheſis moſt true, it remains 
on us todemonſtrate, Chap. 5. 

Thus we have given the true and ful ſtate of our Controverſie; 
which by reaſon of the ſubtile evaſions and ſubterfuges of our 
Adverfaries lies under ſo mach obſcuritie and confaſion : and in- 
deed it is to me a deplorable caſe, and that which argues mens 
difdence of the merits of their cauſe, that they contend with 
ſo much paſſionate vehemence _=— their own Phenomena, and yet 

2 never 
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never mm_ the termes, or ſtate the Queſtion in controverſie 
I have thereby given the Reader as we) as my ſelf the more 
trouble in this part of our Province, that, ſa what follows may be 
the more facile both for him and me. y 


————— 


CHAP, II.. | 
Scriptural Demonſtrations of our Hypotheſis, 


Scriptural Demonſtration, (1) That God 6s the firſt Cauſe of al ns 
tural Altions and Things, Ela. 26. 12. Rom. 11,36, Eph, 1, 11, 
Pſal. 33. 15. Prov. 21.1. Act. 17,28. Jam. 4. 15. (2) The 
God doth predetermine natural attions to which ſin is annexed, 
[1] Joſeph's vendition, Gen. 45. 5, 7, 8. Gen. 5o. 20, Ads 
7.9. [2] The Crucifixion of Chriſt, Mat. 26. 24, Luke 22. 22, 
Toha 19. 10, 11. Acts 2.23. & 4. 28. Our Adverſaries Eva. 
ſions taken off. (3) That God makes uſe of wicked Inſtrument 
to puniſh bis People, Ela. 10. 5,6. Jer. 16. 16. Pſal. 105, 25, 
Job 1.21. (4) God's immediate hand in the AB of Sin, 2. Sam, 
12, 11, & 16,22. 2Sam. 16. 10, 11. & 24.1, 1 Kings 11, 
31, 37. & 12, 15, 24. 2Kings 9. 3. & 10. 30. 1 Kings 22, 
23. Rev. 17.17. (5) Gods efficacious permsſſian of Sin, 1 Sam, 
2. we ro 12, 16, 17,20. (6,) Gods judicial hardening Sin- 
mers, Plal. 81. 12. & 69. 22—27. Rom; 11, 10. Efa. 6, 10. 

& 29. 10. & 19. 11— 14. & 44. 18, 19. & 60; 2: Rom. 1, 

28. 2 Theſl. 2.11. The nature of Judicial Induration in ſix Pro. 

ofrtions. (7) Gods ordering Sin for his glorie, Exod. g, 14—16; 

Rm, 9. 17, 18, Proy. 16.4. Rom. g. 21, 22. 1Pet. 2.8, 


Hs explicated the termes relating to and given the-ge. 
nuine ſtate of our Hypotheſis, -namely, That God dorh, by 
an efficacious power and influence, move and predetermine men to al 
their natural ations, even ſuch as have ſin appendent to them ; we 

ocede to the Demonſtration hereof. . And becauſe al de- 


now Þ 
moaſtration muſt. be grounded ww firſt principes, which - 


give evidence, firmitude and foree thereto; and there are no 
proper principes of Faith-and Theologie, but what are originally 
It 


't 
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Scriptures, we are therefore to begin our Demonſtration Scriptural De- 
with Scriptural Arguments, which we ſhalreduce to theſe ſeven P97frations. 


in the 
heads. (1) Such Scriptures wherein i is univerſally affirmed, that 
God 4s the firſt Cauſe of al natural attions and things, and more par- 
ticularly of al even the moſt contingent atts of mans Wili (2) Such 
Scriptures as daretty demonſtrate, That God doth predefine, prede- 
termine, and foreordain ſuch natural attions whereunto fin is neceſſa- 
rily arnexed. .(3) Such Scriptures wherein God us ſaid to makg uſe 
of wicked Inſtruments for the puniſhment of his People, in ſuch a way 
wherein they could. not but contralt guilt. (4) Such Scriptures. as 
mention Gods own immediate hand in thoſe atts whereumo ſin ts ap- 
pendent. (5) Such Scriptures as mention Gods efficacious permiſſion 
of ſome to ſin. (6) Such Scriptures as demonſtrate Gods piving up 
| 6 to judicial Occecation and Obduration. (7). Such: as: clearly 
evinee. Gods ordering and diſpoſing the Sins of men for his own Glo- 


re 


Texts as univerſally affirme, That God ts the firſt cauſe of al natu- 
ral Aftions and Things, aud more particularly, of al even the moſt 
contingent atts of mans Wil. 1. The Scriptures that ſpeak,God to be 
the firſt (auſe of al natural Aftions and Thing:,. are many and great: 


we thal mention ſome; as, Eſa. 26. 12.. Thou baſt wrought al our Efa. 26, 12.. 


works in u7,, Or for ws. This Text is urged by Strangine, p. 54.. to 

ove Gods immediate concurſe to al actions of the creature, 
though it doth in a more peculiar manner regard the deliverance 
of the Church ;- wherein God predetermines and over-rules ma- 
ny actionsof wicked men, which have much ſin annexed to thern. 
Again, this univerſal prime Cauſalitie of God efficaciouſly influ- 


encing al natural Afts and Effects is apparently expreſſed Rom. gm, rx, 36; 


11.36. For of him, and through him,. and to him are althings. . O 
him, as he frames althings ; By him, as he operates in and coope- 
rates with althings z and for him, as the final cauſe of althings.. 
Thus Gods weaves irigyna, multiforme energie, as (ril ſtiles it, 
reacheth al manner of Natural a&tions and effects : and if fo, then 
ſurely ſuch 'natural entitative Actions as have fin annexed to 
them. Is there any fin ſo intrinſecally evil, which has not ſome 

entitative act or ſubject as the ſubſtrate mater thereof? And if: 
athings are of God, and by him, and for him, muſt not alſo the 

entitative act of ſins intrinſecally evil be ſo? Strange, p. 342. 


replies. thus : Althat God workes muſt tend to bis Glorie : But what 
Gla. 


s. 1. We fhal begin our Scriptural Demonſtration with ſach 1- God the 8: 
Cauſe of al nas- 


* Nam & vi- as De Geneſ. ad liter. lib. I 


Ged the firſt Conſe of all Book. 
Glorie redownds to God from thoſe Aſtions of hatred of God, þ 
mie ? &c. A ſtrange replie indeed fora Divine to make. (1) 
there not mnch Hatred of God, and Blaſphemie in the cruci. 
fying of Chriſt? And yet was there any action more conduci 
to the glorie of God than this? Yea, (2) Doth not Srrangia 
himſelf, and thoſe of his partie grant, that God direts, dif 
and over-rles al ſinful acts, even ſuch as are intrinſecally cyi], 
as that they conduce to his glorie? And how can God direc, 
diſpoſe, and over-rule them, unleſs he concur, yea predetermine 
the Wil to the entitative aft? Again Strangiw, p. 561. anſwers 
to this Text thus: None that is orthodoxe ever extended theſe words 
to ſins ;, as if ſinswere of God, by God, and for him, QC. (17 Neb 
ther do we extend theſe words to fins formally conſidered: 
C27] But muſt we thence neceſſarily conclude, that the entits 
tive at, whereto ſin is ofly accidentally appendent, is not from 
God, nor by him, nor for him? Yea, ['3 ] May we not ſay with 
Divines, that ſin formally conſidered, although it be not of Go 
and by him as an Efficient, yet it is for bim, 1. e. conducing to his 
Glorie, as wiſely ordered and over-ruled contrary to the intent 
of the ſinner ? Thus much «Axguftiz once and again inculcates, 
fetto, Cap. 5. * For God is not thy 


tiorum noſtro- Author of Our ſms, yet he is the Ordinator of them, &c. And thy 


rum non eſt mnch indeed Str 
auRor Deus, 


ſed ramen or- 


angins, p. 860. confeſſeth. 

Another Text that evidently and invincibly demonſtrates Gods 
efficacious predeterminative Concurſe to al natural as wel as ſy. 
pernatural Actions and Effes is, £pbeſ. 1. 11. Who worketh 4 
things after the counſel of bis own wd., We find three particulars 
in this Texte which greatly conduce to_ explicate and demon: 
ſtrate Gods efficacious Concurſe to al Aftions; and particularly 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful a&ts. (1) We may conſider the 
objeCt, althings, i. e. whatever is clothed with<the Notion and 
Idea of real poſitive entitie : althmgs mult be here taken diſtri- 
butively into al ſingulars : there is no Being, that partakes of 
real entitie but is wrought by God. (2) Here is-to be conk 


-dered, the ef, irgyirr&, who worketh energetically, or effics 


_ : for iy&gy6 ſignifies to work with an invincible efficace; 
and thence it is oft joined with words denoting infinite power 
and aCtivitie, as before, c. 1. $.6. It notes here Gods- efficacious 
predeterminative Concurſe, working in and with althings, ac- 
cording to-their natural propenſions. Thence (3) follows the 
original 
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original principe of this predeterminative efficacious operation, 
- tho frako 5 HNatuar® cvs, according to the connſel of his 
mn wil, Which notes, that Gods cfficacious predeterminative 
wil is the ſupreme and firſt cauſe of althings : there is no execu- 
tive power in God diſtinft from his Wil :. his Concurſe in regard 
of its active attingence 1s no more than his ſimple volition : ſo 
that divine Predetermination is the ſame with divine Predefi- 
nition, as we have largely demonſtrated, Court Gent. P. 4.c. 7. 
$. 3. Whence alſo it follows, that Gods working althings according 
to the counſel of his wil, has one and the ſame Idea with his pre- 
determining al aCtions and effets, even ſuch as have ſinappen- 
dent tothem. Strangrnr, p. 560. replies to the Argument drawen 
from this Text thus: From this place nothing more can be collefted, 
than that God has decreed thoſe things that he worketh : as it ts cer- 
tain, that God hath decreed notking which he doth not execute — 
not that God worketh ſins, &c. [17] This Text ſpeaks more 


than what Serangin allows it to ſpeake, namely, that God has - 


not only decreed thoſe things that he worketh, but alſo that he 


works by his Decree, or omnipotent Volition: for we owne no - 
other executive power in God but his divine Wil, as Scotus, . 


PBradwardine, and ſome of the greateſt Scholaſtic Theologues de- 
monſtrate. [2] Who faith, that God worketh Sins? ſurely 
none but  e Farcion or Manes, or ſuch as hold Sin to be a poſi- 
tive real Being. [3] But yet we do with the Orthodoxe af- 
firme and prove from this Scripture, that God worketh that en- 
titative natural Act, whereunto ſin is appendent : for otherwiſe, 
how can he be ſaid to worke althings ? Is this good ſenſe or 
Logic, toſay, God workes althings, not only according to their 

ric or ſpecific diſtribution, but alſo according to their di- 


ibution into each ſingular, ( for ſo the $ ncategoreme Al is - 


here taken) but yet he worketh not al ſingular entities, namely 


the ſubſtrate mater of Sin? Doth this amount to lcfs than a 


downright contradiction ? He workes althings, but yet doth 
not worke althings? What Logic or wit of man can reconcile 
theſe Notions ? 

2, Unto our firſt Head we may alſo reduce ſuch Scriptures, as 
ina more particular manner mention Gods efficacious predeter- 
minative concurſe to al human afCtions and effetts, even ſuch as 
are moſt contingent and dependent on the ambulatory wil of 
man,: Thus Pſal. 33. 15. He faſhioneth their hearts alike : he con- 
ſidereth 


PAL 33-15. 


\ God the firſt Canſe of dl - Bookin, 
fidereth al their works, W$YT, who faſhoneth, formeth, frameth, a i 
the Potter doth-his clay : it notes not only, yea not fo much the 
firſt Greation-of the human Soul, as its aCtual -figments, frames, img. 
ginations and thoughts : this is evident from the ſcope and contex. 
ture of the words : for what is the Pſalmiſts intent and under. 
takement, but to demonſtrate Gods infinite preſcience, .and its 
perfect comprehenſion of al the figments , frames, thoughts, in. 
rentions, and affeCtions of the heart, as verſ. 13, 14? And how 
doth he prove this? Why , becauſe he ſaſhioneth their hearts ale, 
5.e. pats al the firſt thoughts, inclinations, intentions and moye. 
ments of the heart into what forme, frame, .or faſhion he plez. 
ſeth. There is alſo a great —_— and ſignificance in that 
terme 4N, which we render alike, but may be as properly rendred 
rogether, as it is by the Latine ſimwl;, neither is it to be referred to 
the Verbe fameth, but to the object Hearts : and fo it notes an 
univerſalitic diſtributive into al ſingulars, without the leaſt ex. 
ception of any. And then the ſenſe wil be ; who faſtoneth, form. 
eth, or frameth the hearts of al mankind in al their very firſt moti. 
ons, conceptions , imaginations, reſolutions, end, intereſts, con. 
trivements, ebullitions, affections, proſecutions, and fruitions, or 
other actions whatſoever. Whence he addes, He conſidereth 
their works : what works doth he mean ? Surely not only the works 
and labors of mens hands, but alſo the workings, movements, and 
figments of their hearts : and how can God conſider them, if he 
did not forme, frame and faſhion them? Yea, there yet lies a 
deeper notion in the coherence of theſe parts ; namely, that Gods 
forming, framing and faſhioning the hearts of al men is the 
ground and cauſe of his conſidering their works: For how God 
can perfe(tly conſider and know the works of mens hearts, unleſſe 
he be the former, framer, and faſmoner of them al, as to their real 
entitative as, al the wit of man can never deviſe or make clear 
unto us. So that Gods Science of Viſion, Or Preſcience as to the 
figments of mans heart ariſeth from this, that God is the framer, 
former , and faſhioner of mens hearts.and al their natural move. 
ments; which alſo implies his predefinition and predetermina- 
tion of mans heart and al its firſt motions, inclinations, and affe. 
ftions. So then to forme and ſum up our Argument from this 
Text : .Doth God indced faſhion , forme and frame the hearts of 
al menin al their natural motions, imaginations, and affections? 
And may we without apparent contradiction to the light of = 
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* jntrinſecally evil ? What is this but to exclude the far greateſt 
of human a&ts. from being formed and framed by God ? Or 
can the omniſcient God conſider al the works of miens 
-hearts ,- if he be not the former and faſhioner of themal, as to 
their natural entitie ? I muſt confefſe the validitie of this argu- 
ment from Gods preſcience is to me ſo firme and great , as-that 
ſhould it be baffled, I ſee no way left, but to turne Socinian, and ſo 
to denie the certaintie of Gods preſcience as to the contingens 1ma- 
nations Of mans heart, which implies much Atheiſme. 
Another Text that proves Gods efficacious and predetermina- 


tive Concurſe as to al human acts is Prov. 21. 1. The Kings heart is Prov. 21. I. 


inthe hand of the Lord, as the revers of water ; he turneth « whither- 
ſeever he wil, (1) He mentions the Kings beart, as the meaſure of 
al other mens ; becauſe Kings generally have a greater Soverain- 
tie and Dominion over their own hearts, than other men : if a 

mens hearts may plead the privilege of exemtion from Gods eſh- 
cacious predeterminative Concurſe , ſurely Kings may, ſpecially 
ſuch 'as Solomon was , who obtained from God ſuch an amplitude 
of Soul, and ſelf Dominion : yet he grants, that the Kings heart 
-was not exemted therefrom. (2) By the Heart we muſt under- 
ſtand, according to the Hebraic mode, the whole ſouth, and al its 
movements, imaginations, ratiocinations, contrivements , pur- 
poſes, and undertakements. (3) In the hand of the Lord: 5.e. 
under his efficacious predeterminative-influxe or concurſe. The 
-Hand being the inſtrument of our moſt potent operations, it's 
uſually put in Scripture for the energetic, potent and predeter- 


minative Concurſe of God : So Hab. 3. 4. He [5. e. Chriſt whoſe Hab. 3. 4: \ 


brightneſſe was as the light] had hornes, [5.e. beams, as I'P notes] 
romsng our of his hands [ 5. e. moſt potent wil, the ſpring of al his 
efficacious operations: whence it follows] and there was the hiding 
of. his power, 1. e. his molt potent efficacious predeterminative con- 
curſe lay hid in the beams irradiated from his omnipotent hand 


or wil. So A. 11.21. end the hand of the Lord was with them, a8. 11. 21. 


5. e, the efficacious predeterminative power of Divine Grace; the 
hand being the inſtrument whereby man exertes and puts forth 
his power. So Solomon ſaying, That the hearts of Kings are inthe 
hand of God, it muſt be underitood of Gods puiſſant predetermina- 
tive Concurſe, whereby he applies the heart to itsa&ts, conduceth 
and guideth it therein, and determineth it as he pleaſeth. So it 

H follows, 


follows, (4) As the rivers of waters, be tarneth it whitherfoever he 
wil. How eaſfie is it by Aquedat#s to turne waters this or that wa 
as men pleaſe?; And; 1s it not [infinitely more facile for the vill 
. omnipontent God, to'turne the heats of men, and al: their naty- 
ral. conceptions, products,:and iflues which way he liſtes ? Al this 
may be evinced from Srravgins's | on this Text, 6b. 1. cep.g, 
42. 50. where having given-us. the mention of Gods: preſerving 
and dire&ing the wils of men even in evil ations, he addes a 
third and more ſpecial mode of Divine influence , whereby Gad 
doth bend, «mpel, and inclye human wils which way he pleaſe , not by 
proper compiſion, but by ſweet inſper ation and motion ; For albert God 
doth never takg away that lbertie which is eſſextial to the wil , yep he 
dath at times, and when he pleaſe, —_ wove and wmpel the wils 
af men : and what Solomon predicates of the Kings heart, Frov.21, 1, 
that very ſame may , on 4 greater account , be affirmed of the heart of 
every man. $0 Auguſtin, de Grat, & Liber, Arbitr. cap. 20. If the 
Scrimture be diligent ly 1nſpeted, it ſuews, that not only the good wil of 
men, but even the bad are ſo in the power of Gad, that where he wil and 
when be wil , be cauſeth them to be inclined, either to performe benefit, 
er- to. infiett puniſhments, by a moſt ferret, . yet juſt judgement. So 
_ again , de Corrept. & Grat.cap.6. God hath' in his power the 
wils of men, more than they thewſebves;, without dou baving moſt: on- 
nipetent power to inclinemens hearts where bs pleaſeth. What could 
be ſaid more categorically and- poſitively to evince Gods cfica- 
cious and predeterminative Concurſe to al the natural produdts 
and iſſues of mans heart, even ſuch as have intrinſecal evil,'as 
they cal it, appendent tothem ? Yea, Strangazs, b.2; cap.7:p.182. 


 ;» Erants, © That God doth ſometimes efficaciouſly move nnd. pre- 


* determine the wils of men not only to ſupernaturalworkes , bit 
alſo to natural and civil, as oft as it ſeems good tobim, to per- 
© forme certain ends which. he has preordained. So Prov. 16. 7. 
He maketh even his enenues to be at peace with him. And how ſo?! 
Surely by over-ruling their hearts even in the ſinful movements, 
Thus he bent and determined the revengeful mind of Eſax.to em- 
brace his brother, Ger, 33. So he gained the hearts of the Egy- 


ptians towards the lſraclities, Exod. 11.2, 3. & 12.35, 36. Thus 


God determined the wil of (54: to bring back the Ceptivitie of 

the Jews, 2 Chron..36.22. Ez 1.1. Thus God bent the mind 

of Darims and Artaxerxes to grant the Jews libertie for the re- 

building the Temple, Ezrg 6. 1, &c. & 7.2, Neb. 2.4. So God 
J 


dealt * 
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dealt with Feremy's enemies, Fer. 15. 11. | Al theſe predetermi- 
Jations even in Civil and natural actions are allowed by Strax- 
givs ; whence we argue, That it is impoſſible, but that God ſhould 
predetermine. to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful actions : for al theſe 
«ions being exerted by wicked men ,. had nothing of woral or 
ſupecnatural.good in them, albeit Gad made ufe of them for the 
fuccour of his people, yea they were ful of hatred againſt God. » 


Totheſe Scriptures we may adde , A. 17.28. For in him we AR, 19, 28. 


ive, and mou, and bhavg our being. Not only Being in general, and 
A which implies more than ſimple being, but alſo al our move- 
ments Or motions are from God as the prime Motor : which Pau 
demonſtras quy, of ane of their own Poets :- for we are alſ his off- 
ng. As if he had ſaid ; Do not your awa Poets tel you, that we 
xe the off ſpring of God ? Is he not then the firſt Cauſe and Mo- 
tor of al our motians? Doth not Ariftorle, Phyſ. 8. alſo ſtrongly 
demonſtrate , .That 4 ag natural motions nut ariſe from ons firft 
immobsle Mator ? And to whom doth this _—_ belong but 
to God? Muſt got thea the ſubſtrate mater of al Lgful motions, 
even ſuch as are intrinſecally evil, be reduced unto God as the 

prime Motor ? 
I ſhal conclude this firſt Head of ſcriptural Arguments with 


Jon. 4. 15. Fer thasye engle to Jo If the Lord wil , we ſbal ive, Jai, 4, 1g, 


Mikes that. re were a number of Free-willers ,..who 
proudly conceited , that they had an abſolute and plenary domi- 
nion over their own wils and ations; whom Fame: rebukes, and 
tels them, they ought to ſay , If the Lord wil, &c. So that he 
plainly reſolves al ghe acts of mans wil intothe wil of God, as the 
a Cauſe and. Principe. But let us ſee how poarly Srraxgine 
ifts off the force of this Argument, kb. 2. = Io. pay. 227. he 
ſaith, Who ever underſtood theſe words, if Gad wil, i. e. if God prede- 
termine my wil to do this or that ? Then he addes his own ghtoſle : 
WIL thn this ud pry fer atom 
than thas, if Ga || at, 07 Wh it 46H 554 e expli-- 
eated, At. 16. 7. & 705.167 I my war 1 p09 077 
der, that a perſon of ſo great reaſon, and under ſo many advan- 
and aſliſtances from Divine Revelation, ſhould ſatishe him- 

ſelf with ſo lender an evaſion , which not omly, Reaſon and Scri- 


pure, but even Pagan Philoſophemes contradict. For (1) it is + | 


moſt eyident ,, that Fames here ; (as Luke, f#: 16.7. and Paul, 
® 1%. 16,7.) ſpeakes not of a mu permiſſive wil, but of an effi- - 
| 2 Cacious 
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cacious influential concurſe, ariſing from the wil of God;, which 

is the alone prineipe and ſpring of Divine coficurſe : for al aftions h 

both natural, civil, and ſupernatural muſt be reſolved into the wil 

of God, as their prime cauſe: ſo that If God wil here, is the ſame fo 
with ow @«p cliewhere; if God concur, if he afſiſte, if he by his effi 

cacious predeterminative wil, without which we can do nothi of 

concur. And that this is the genuine mind of this Text is mo ol 

« evident by the uſe of this phraſe among the Ancients both Jews $ 

and Pagans. Benfyra, that ancient Hebrew, Sent. moral. xi. thus p 

ſpeakes: Let man never ſay he wil do any thing , before be bath pie. L 

faced this, If the Lord wil, 5.e; afliſte or concur, not permit, © $y p 

among Pagans,” Hom. Tliad. f. verſ. 28. "Aims 346 y* iheaaciy, &c. e 
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"The like Demoſth. gia. a» *Av ©xd5 Siay, If Gol wil. But none 
ſpeakes more fully to this point than Plato; Alcubiad. pag. 13x, 
Si Di volunt, where Alcibiade: demanding ,- Hew he o::ght to ſpeak; touching Di 
volentibus DIS, .;11+ efficacious concurſe, Socrates replies, iay evi iNay, If God wit: 
Cie. is Offi 6d in his Lathes : But I wil do this and come to thee to morrom, 
bay Ons ihiay, If God wil. Whence it's evident , that this for: 
mule of ſpeech was ordinary even-among the Heathens, as wel as 
Jews and Chriſtians, noting not only a permiſſive or DireCtory, 
but Decretory and-predeterminative wil. So the ſame Phraſe 
AR. 18. 21- guſt be underſtood, 4. 18. 21. If God wil, and '1 Cor 4.19; 
.QY#.4 19+ ;ye.Lord wil. Is it-poſlible that theſe Phraſes ſhould 'be vuridetſto 
of a mere permiſſive wil ? Do not al mankind-rieed an efficacious 
concurſe and predeterminative wil to condntt them in al. their 
affaires? Again, (2) Gods permiſſive wil-is- either nataral' or 
moral :. it cannot be meant of Gods natural permiſhve wil ; be- 
cauſe that regardes only ſin, which there is no meirition of intheſe 
Textes, neither is. it-necefſarily included. Neither can it be meant. 
of Gods.moral permiſſive wil, becauſe that was already declared 
and manifeſt: in the Laws of God : for al moral permiſſion be- 
longs to Gods Legiſlative wil declared in his word. It remains 
therefore that this phraſe, - /# God wil, be underſtood of Gods eff 
caCious wil, whereby al natural motions and ſo the entitatiye-afts 
of ſin are. predetermined. | 
God doth prede- F; 2. Lnow deſcend to the Second Head of Scriptural Demon-. 
termine natwal (trations, namely, That God doth predefine, predetermine, and fore 
C——_ ordain ſuch natural altions whereunto fin 1s neceſſarily - annexea... | 
ſhal. mention only two Actions; The Selling of Joſeph; and the Cru- 
cfixiou of .our Lord, whereof the former was but a Type ho 


®*, 


har 3. to which 8in i1 annexed. YL 
Jater. 1. Iſhal begin with the Selling of Foſeph, mentioned Ger, « 


angry with your ſelves, that ye ſold me hither : for God did ſend me be- 
fore you to preſerve hife. Toſeph here has a double aſpect on his Bro. # 
thers ſin; the one regards their hand in the fin, which he, out 
of a noble generous principe of fraternal Love, paſfeth by ; the 
other regards the ſpecial hand of Divine Providence in this their 
Sin, which he admires and adores, in that it by an efficacious 
predeterminative Concurſe brought © great a good out of fo 
an evil; which no finite power could do: men may make 
good uſe of what is in it ſelf good, but who can bring ſo great 
good'out of ſo great evil, but a God omniſcient and omnipo- 
tent? & ) Let us remarque their Sin in ſelling 7oſeph, and of 
what a black Idea it was. [1] It ſprang from Hatred, yea a 
deliberate'rooted hatred, as Ger. 37. 4. They hated him, and 
could not ſpeak, peaceably umto him, Their hatred was grounded on 
his fathers love to him. Yea, [2] There was mnch Envy and 
Indignation joined with their hatred, as v. 8. Shalt thou indeed 
rein over #8? &c, whence v. 11, and his brethren envied him, &Cc. 
5 Thete was in like manner bloudy. Cruelty, yea intended 
Mucther .in this ſin, as v. 20, 21, 22,24. [4] There was alſo 
fotorions Lying evident in this ſin, v. 32,33. [ 57 That this 
fin was of a very crimſon blondy guilt is evident by their own 
Convictions and Confeſſions, when God began to awaken their 
Conſciences, as it is conjectured about fourteen years aſter, Ger. 
42.22, Behold his bloud is required! [6] Byal which it is moſt 
evident, that this verdition or ſelling of Foſeph was a fin intrinſe- 
cally evil. \Fot certainly if a ſm of ſuch blondy Aggravations de- 
ſerve not the name of intrinſecally evil, I know not what fin 
doth. Hence, (2) We are todemonſtrate, that God did predefine 
and predetermine Joſephs Brethren to the entitative aft or ſubſtrate 
mater of this Sin, And this Province we no way dout but to make 
ood out of the" Texte,” Ger. 45. 5; 7, 8. compared with other 
ts. [17] Joſeph faith, v. 5: 7. God did ſend me before you to. 
preſerve bfe. 1N\7U , ſent me forth, by his efficacious predeter- 
minative hand, which'conducted me hither. The LXX. render 
it dyiceae, which ſignifies, ro ſend forth with'a mighty hand, as 
Captives into Libertie, Zuke 4. 18. alſo, ro ſend forth with com- 
mands, autoritie and power, Mat. 10.16. & 11. 10. agelfewhere : 
again, ro ſend forth executioners, Mat. 2.16. laſtly, ro diret# the- 
courſe of a Ship. lnal theſe notions Gods efficacious predetermi- 
native. 
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native concurſe in ſending Foſeph into. Egyzr, is neceſſarily incly 


ded. Thisalſo appears [2] by what isadded v. 5. God didſeag. 
anſ 


me before you to preſerve life. Note bere, that God certainly ; 
abſolutely forefaw the Famine arid Joſephs being fold into 2 
which he intended to-turne for god, even for the preſervatig 
of Facobs Familie. and the Ele ſeed in.him. Now how c 
God foreſee this abſolutely and ntallibly, byt in the predefinj, 
tion or fore-ordainment of his own Wil ? And Strangizs 

this, that where there is. Predefinition, there alſo follows Predeterms 
gation : Muſt we not then conclude, that this Vendition of 4. 
ſeph was both predefined. and predetermined by God? Yeg, 
[3] Foſeph addes v.8. So now it Wai nt you that Jeng me hit 
but God, &c. You ſee here Foſeph makes a three-fold mentiay 


of Gods over-ruling hand in this their ſin, and that for their 


as wel as his good : | And he-tels them plainly, chat it was not thy 
that ſent bim, but God, Asif he had ſaid, You indeed ſent me tg 
be a poor Valſlal in Eyypr; but did not God ſend me to bera Ry. 
ler over Egypt ? You ſent me todeſtroy me, but why did Gag 
ſend me, 4 to preſerve both hou and me? You ſent me out 
-of Hatred and Malice; but did got God fend me out of great 
Love and pitie both to me and yow? And what could be ſpoken 
more emphatically. to illuſtrate and demonſtrate Gods efficaci. 
ous predeterminative concurſe to the ſyubitrate mater of ſin thag 
this, /t was net you that ſent me hither, but Ged? Why doth he 
uſe this manner of ſpeech ? was it not they that ſold him? Yeg; 
but becauſe they were byt as mere paſſive Inſtruments or Mid, 
wifes to bring forth that great predeterminative Decree, and tg 
ſubſerve Divine Providence in the uſhering into Egype Foſeph their 
temporal Savior, and the Type of our Eternal Savior, thereforg 
the entitative aCtion is wholly taken off from them, (albeit the 
moral vitioſitie of it is imputable to none but them) and aſcribed 
unto. God, as the principal 20 This manner of ſpeech i 
Hebraic, and mult be underſtood, (1) 'Saneunlixis, it was riot you, 
i. e. not only you: you were but the Inſtruments of Divine Gu 
bernation aud Predetermination. (2) *gpgelugy emphatically, 
it-was not you, i. e. if we conſider the adt of felling me. in its ng- 
tural entitative Idea, as the ſubſtrate mater of Divine Provideni 


ye had the leaſt hand init, was not. you, bus God that od nt 


hither. We find the like Hebraiſme, L Sams 8. 7. Not - "2 but | 
me, i, e, principally and.comparatively,. .So.that its moſt evident 
7 3\ >; 
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zarxrally unto Gods efficacious predeterminative and principal 

{concurſe and conduEtt, whereof they were but the Inſtruments ; 

"albeit, if we conſider the aft morally, as to its obliquitie, fo it Non refert in 
"was wholly theirs, not Gods :- it is not his brethrens ſin morally Deum pecca- 
"cohfidered, but the entitativeact that he refers ro God. [47] That tum fratrum, 
this is the genuine mind of Joſephs words is evident from other £4 vanfrum 
Scriptures. $0.Gen. $0. 20. Bur as for you, ye thought evil againſt yen, v1 462) 
we, but God meant it for good, &«c, Here we have their moral evil 
feparated from Gods natural and moral good in and by the Ven. "50:90: 
dition of Foſeph. Their At poguny from hatred, envy, and 
attended with Murder, was mtrinſecally evil, and defigned no- 
thing but evil againſt 7oſeph: but the ſame ARt conſidered phy- 
fically and entitatively as proceding from the efficacious prede- 
terminative condutt of God, was naturally good; and as it tend- 
ed tothe deſigned cxaltation of Foſeph, and rendered him a tem- 
poral and typical Savior of Jfrael, ſo it was meraily good. The 

vation of their Sin, and cfficace of Gods predeterminative 

Concurſe may be both greatly illuſtrated by an inſpeCtion into 
the native import of the Hebraic 2wn1, nſed here to note their 
malitioſe plotted evil, and Gods plotted predeterminative con- 
curſe in and 'abont the ſame att. (1) He faith, Ye thought evil A 
azainſt mr, SNQOEN , ye plotted, contrived evil againſt me. awry: 
properly ſignifies to excogitare, deliberate, conſult, compute, calcu- 

late, contrive, reaſon. It. is oft ufed. to ſignife. plotted, machinated 

evil, as Pſal. 10. 2. The fame word is uſed to note Gods deter- 

' minate counſel ang, wil about the entitative a& of their Sin ; 

bit God nieant it unto\Good; AMON, i. e. from al Eternitie con- 

trived and predetermined it for good. Their plotted contrived 

evil, was counter-plotted and contrived by God for good : 

Which notes that it was not a thing cafual or accidental, bot. 
fore-ordained and predetermined by God, according tothe de- 
terminate counſel of his wil. The like may be deduced from 

Stephens words, Aft. 7. 9. And the Patriarchs moved with envy, ad 5. 5. 

fold Foſeph into Epypt 7, but God was with him.  Hege we have their 
Moral evil aggravated from its original Spring, and Gods natn- 

ral and moral good in the fame Aft. How was God with him ? 

Not only in his paſror Vendition, or paſſing into Egypt and con- 
tinnance there, as fome wonld perfwade vs; but allo in the very 


Aﬀtive Vendition, or at of fellmg him to the /ſhmaclites, _ 
cred. 
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«the Objeftions 
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Vendition at- 


fwered. 


| Diſp. 2. tels us, 'that this Yen 
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dered naturally and entitatively: for God was with Foſeph-in 
cauſing. the /ſbmacktes.to.paſs by at that very time, in determig. 
ing his brethrens wils to take him out of the pit and ſe} him tg 
the 1ſbmaelites, and inclining or determining theſe to acceptthe 
bargain, In ſum, God was with Foſepb by an efficacious predeter. 
minative conduct, determining every circumſtance of this Veg. 
dition naturally conſidered. 
[ am not ignorant what Reſponſes or Anſwers are framed 

the Jefuires, Arminians, and New Methodiſts againſt our 
ment deduced from this Vendition of Foſeph : Molina, (the Head 


of the Jeſuites asto their Ps Dogmes) de Concord. q, 1g, 
tion of Foſeph is aſcribed to God, 


. 4s merely permitting it. The like Ruiz, de Yolunt. diſp, 18. Se, 1, 


Ative Vendition or aCtion of Selling him, unto God ? Is it not 


and .Leſſus, de Efficac. Grat. Seft. 2. and others. Arminins, & 
Efficac. Provid. Diſput. 11, 12. over and aboye this mere Per. 
miſſion of the Jeſuites, addes Gods oblation, direttion, and deter. 
mination of Arguments and Occaſions, yea ſome kind of concurſe in 
this Vendition of Foſeph, &«c. But al theſe frivolous ſubtertuges 
to avoid the force of this Text are incomparably wel blowengf 
by Rutherford, de Divina Provident. c. 16.p. 192, &c. I ſhal there. 
fore only give the ſolution of ſuch as have been coincd ſince by 
the New Methodiſts, which indeed are much the ſame with 
thoſe of the Jeſuites and Arminians. A Divine of name among 
us, gives this replie to our Argument, That the YVenditio atting, 
the ative Vendition of Foſeph was not willed by God, but only paſſng, 
the paſſwe, or effeft and conſequents \, which are only mentuned # 
the Text. I muſt confeſs this anſwer gives me ſome amaze 

but no difficultie to anſwer it. For, (1) What this Reverend 
Author means by his paſſive Yendition I cannot divine : I knoy 
that in the Ariſtotelean Scholes Aftion and Paſſion have been 
really diſtinguiſhed and ſo diſtributed into two diſtin Predic 
ments; but I think this imaginary diſtinCtion is now generalh 
hiſs'd out of the Scholes-by al awakened Diſputants ; yea, hoy 
many of thoſe, who are 7eloſe Seftators of Ar:ftorle in other 
points, have ſubſcribed the baniſhment of this diſtintion? $ 
that to diſtinguiſh attive Yendition from paſſive, what is it but 
to diſtinguiſh one and the ſame Aft from it ſelf ? But (2)grant 
there be ſuch adiſtinCtion in Nature, yet is it not moſt apparent, 
that it can have.no place here ? Doth not Foſeph aſcribe the very 


ſaid 


SABRESGSASSERBSESCSASSE 


Ko * 
=. 


® Chap. 3. The 0bjeGion: againſt Joſeph's Fendition, &c. 
' ſaid v. 8. So now, it was not you that ſent me hither, but God? Can 
* this, with any tolerable ſenſe be , to the paſſive Vendition, 
or the effets and conſequents o 


the ſelling 7oſeph?- Mult it 
not neceſſarily be underſtood of the very ſame aCtive Vendition, 
which, conſidered in its natural entitative aft, they were the In- 
ſtruments of, but God the principal Agent and ConduQtor ? 
(3) This Diſtinftion of Active and Paſlive Vendition was not 
indeed forged by the Reverend Author before mentioned, but 
taken -up from Bellarmine, who de Amiſſ. Grat. |. 12.c, 11, di- 
ſtinguiſheth the A407 of ſelling Foſeph and crucifying Chriſt from 
the Paſſion, and grants, that God willed and decreed the Paſſion, 
but not the Altion, which inferred the Paſſion ; and becauſe the ſaid 
Author has fo great an eſtime for Str agins, whom he generally 
follows in this point, I ſhal give him the anſwer which Srran- 
gow, l. 4. c. 11. p. 772. gives to this diſtin&tion of Bellarmine, thus : 
© However it be, in the Text there are two things to be obſerved, 
. C1 That Foſeph there cannot diſtinguiſh the Action from the 
© Paſſion, as if the Paſſion were to be aſcribed to God, not the 
« Attion : for it's plainly faid and repeted in the Text,according to 
(the Hebraic — 5- 5,78. that God ſent him, [27] Thence 
©, 50.20. he doth plainly diſtinguiſh between the good work of 
«God and their evil ia the ſame mater, from the diverſitie of the 
© [ntention : Tow deſigned evil againſt me, but God deſigned that for 
© ga0d——— Then he addes : © Here the variousoperation and pro- 
© vident adminiſtration of God is ſeen, that he might bring to paſs 
« what he had | wy) before by the dreams gf Joſeph, &c. 
And p. 773. he ſubjoins: © There is no incommoditie if it be faid, 
© that God elected and alſo procured the Vendition of Foſeph as a 
© means to the end fore-ordained by him, and that may be un- 
*derſtood not only of paſſive Vendition, but alſo of a&ive, which 
©truely can never be ſeparated. For if God willed that 7oſeph 
© be ſold, he willed, that ſome one ſhould ſel him, and that no 
© other ſhould ſel him but his brethren. For neither was that Ven- 
©dition a thing in it ſelf evil, if it be conſidered apart from the 
<yitioſitie and defeCft of the ſecond Cauſes. Then he concludes : 
©The Permiſſion of God here was not otioſe, but an efficacious 
© operation in the tradition of Joſeph, ſubminiſtration of occaſi- 
© ons, out of the concurſe which he made both by the direCtion 


- *of alcircumſtances, and moderation of the wil of his brethren, 


* that their purpoſe of killing _ being changed, they _ 
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©do no other than what God intended. And the ſame efficace 
© and force of Divine providence ſhines brightly in working, dif. 
© poſing, and directing al other things that relate to this Hiſforie 
his Anſwer of Str angius to Bellarmine | have been the more 
lixe in reciting, (1) becauſe the fore-mentioned Divine of 
much repute among us makes great uſe of this diſtinCtion touch. 
ing ative and paſſive vendition Or crucifi.cion, endeavoring thereby 
to ſolve al our Agguments from the vendition of Foſeph and cruci. 
fixion of Chriſt ; whereas Strangius , one of his own partie ,. re. 
jcCtes it as ſpurious and frivolous. (2) Becauſe the conceſſions, 
of Strangims in this his Anſwer to Bellarmine do indeed give a 
mortal wound to his own cauſe : For if the aCtive vendition of 
Foſeph was from Gods efficacious providence and wil decreeing 
the ſame, then actions intrinſecally evilare as to their entitatiye 
a(t or ſubſtrate mater naturally conſidered from God, albeit their 
moral vitioſitic is to be aſcribed to no one but the ſinner. 

2. I now paſle on to demonſtrate, That God doth predefine, or 
foreordain and predetermine ſuch natural actions wherennto ſin 
is neceſſarily annexed , from the Oracifixion of Chriſt. And the 
Textes that confirme this part of our demonſtration are ſo great 
and illuſtrious, that I cannot but greatly wonder how any Chri. 
ſtian, that aſſentes to the veracitie and authoritie of Scripture, 6an 
evade the evidence thereof, or diſſent from our Hypotheſis. (1)1 
ſhal take the Scriptures as they lie in order, and begin with Ma. 
26. 24. The Son of man goeth , as it u written of him ;, but wo unto 
that man by whom the Son of man is betrayed. [1] Note here that 
Chriſts death was infallibly predifted or foretold : ſo much, as « « 
written of him , neceſſarily infers. Now how could the death of 
Chriſt be infallibly predicted, if it were not predefined and preor- 
dained by God? Yea,, if the death of Chriſt were not neceſſarily 
redefined and preordained by God , how could God infallibly 

reknow the ſalvation of any one elect ſoul, which neceſſarily 
dependes on the death of Chriſt ? So that it remains moſt cer- 
tain, that the death of Chriſt was predefined and foreordained by 
God, and that in every the leaſt circumſtance thereof : the whole 
ſeries of intentions and aCtions in 7«das's betraying his Lord, and 
the Jews malitioſe and blondy crucifying of him was predefined 
and preordained by God. [2] Hence alſo it follows, that al the 
bloudy contrivements , barbarous and cruel executions, with al 
the particular circumſtances in the betraying apd —_ - 
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Chriſt were predetermined by God. Thus much reaſon ſtrongly 
evinceth, and Strang with others grant, that eternal predefini- 
tion or predeſtination, and predetermination in time are parallel 
and commenſurate each to other : whatever is eternally prede- 
fined or preordained by God is predetermined by him in time. 
Indeed if we wil take the true Idea of Divine Predetermination, 
what is it but the eternal act of the Divine wil, whereby God pre. 
defined or preordained al yrnns aCtions, and effects to exiſte 
in ſuch or ſuch a period of time ? So that, to ſpeake truth, prede- 
fnition and predetermination differ not really and originally as 
to their active principe ; albeit we may, out of compliance with 
the Scholes, put this difference between them , by underſtanding 
Predefinition, Preordination, or Predeſtination of the eternal active 
Decree of God, and Predetermination of the execution of the De- 


' cree, 0r its paſſive Attingence in regard of the effect. But take 


predetermination in what ſenſe you pleaſe , it muſt neceſſarily be 
applied to the Crucifixion of Chriſt and al the moſt minute cir. 
cumſtances thereof, And ſo much indeed is implied in thoſe 
words, The Son of man goeth, <vadye. Where? or to what ? 
Surely ro die, and how ? without al peradventure, as efficaciouſly 
conducted, moved, yea predetermined by the Divine wil. There 
was not the leaſt ſtep he took to the Croſſe , the leaſt intention, 
ation, or circumſtance in the whole —_— or ſyſteme of 
Chriſts Cracifixion, as wel active as paſlive , but was predetermi- 
ned by God. But [3] note alſo hence, that this Crucifixion of 
Chrifs ,. although it were predefined and predetermined by God, 
yet this Divine predefinition and predetermination did not at al 
diminiſh the guilt of thoſe bloudy inſtruments , who had their 
hands embrued in that immaculate blood. This is particularly 
ſpecified in thoſe words : bur wo unto that man by whom the Son of 
man is betrayed. Fudas neither did nor could juſtly plead Divine 
preordination or predetermination , as an excuſe for his treache- 
rie, No, his own conſcience told him, that he had voluntarily, 
yea malitiofely betrayed innotetit bloud : neither could the Jews 
plead the ſame, in as much as their own malitioſe and bloudy 
wils were as deeply engaged in this Crucifixion, as if there had 
been no predetermination , which doth no way diminiſh the li- 
bertie of the wil. Hence, [4] it is moſt evident, that this Cru- 
cifixion of our Lord was 4 ſin mtrinſecally evil. For was there 
not a world of enmitie and _—_ of God in it? hm 7 
pf - muc 
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Luk. 22. 22 


AR. 4. 28- 
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much blaſphemie attend their wicked deeds? Is not the ſhedding 
innocent bloud, yea the blowd of God, as it is ſtiled ,, AF. 20, 28. a 
ſin intrinſecally evil ? And doth not this ſufficiently demonſtrate, - 
that the ſubſtrate mater of an aft. intrinſecally evil is predefined 
and predetermined by God ?: 

(2) Another Texte that evidently demonſtrates the Crucifixi. 
onof Chriſt to be predefined and predetermined by God, is Luke 22. 
2.2. eAnd truly the Son of man goeth , as it was determined; but wo 
unto that man by whom he is betrayed. This Text is the ſame, and 
refers to the ſame paſſage with that before of Marchew, yet. with 
this difference z Matthew ſaith, As it is written of him, . but Lukg, 
As it was determined ;, which puts it out of al dout , that Chriſt, 
crucifixion was determined or predetermined by God. And for the 
more ful explication and demonſtration hereof, we are to re- 
marque, that Luke being a Phyſician, was moſt intimely verſed in 
the Greek Tongue: for a.Phyſician in thoſe days was of little re 
pute, if not: wel acquainted with the Grecanic Monuments rela. 
ting to medicine. And thence we find , even by the confeſſion of 
fome Atheiſtic ſpirits, that Lukgs Greek both in this his Evangel, 
as alſo in the Afts of the Apoſtles, is moſt pure ,. elegant, and 
gnificant. And among other this notion here uſed gives ns a 
ſpecimen of his accurate skil in the Greek. For 73 @«e&oev here 
is a philoſophic notion, of much uſe among the Grecians to ſigni. 
he that which 3s defined, determined, predetermined, predeſtinated, de 
creed, conſtituted, and oxdained by an unalterable Decree, as we have 
more copioſely demonſtrated from the genuine import of jaw 
cap. 1.$.6, Of determinative Concurfe. And that +. ee:opfey here 
may be properly rendred predetermined, is evident from the uſe of 
Texeeiten, At.4.28. To do whatſorver thine hand and thy counſel 
determined before to.be done. Where it is in the Greek 7gzan, 
predetermined, And indeed Determination and Predete; mination as 
to the Divine concurſe admit not ſo much as any mental diſtin- 
Qion, according to.the confeſſion of ſome Adverſaries. Fhe Sy- 
riac, Lak, 22. 22. renders it, U BIRT, «t i defined. WW in the. 
©-T. ſignifies to expand, to makg clear, te explicate more fully and. 
_ the diſtribution of al parts, &c.. Whence it is rendred by 
the LXX. Ezech. 37. 12 @, to ſeparate : and Num. 15. 34- 

to decree : which ſenſe agrees with the mind of our " 

&:k. 22.22. So that it is moſt evident, that this notion 74 #ee- 
var here; conſidered.in itſelf, and in al its fynonymies, pe the. 
h. 
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Crucifixion of Chriſt in al its circumſtances both ative and paſ- 
e, to be determined, predetermined, and foreordained by God. 
"Yea, we have for this a great conceſſion of Strange, lib. 3. cap.13. 
pug 665. But that the workes of Chriſt , ſpecially his Paſſion and vo- 
' kantary death were abſolutely predetermined by od is manifeſt from 
Scripture , Luk, 22. 22.. Af. 2.23. & 4.28. Whence I argue, 
that if the death and crucifixion of Chriſt were abſolutely prede- 
termined by God, then the ſubſtrate mater of a ſinfula&t, yea of 
an a intrinſecally evil. was-abfolutcly predetermined, by God, 
How poor and evanid the evaſions of Srtrangine and others are as 
tothis Text we ſhal examine and lay open when we have cxplica- 
ted the following Texts, which demonſtrate the ſame. 

(3) I paſſe on to the Conference between Plate and our Lord, 
Foh. Ig. 10. Then ſawth Pilate unto him, Knoweſt thou not, that I Joh.19. 10,115- 
bave power to crucifie thee, and have power to releaſe thee ? Pilate ha- 
ving power of life and death committed to him by Tiberi« Ceſar, 
be threatens our Lord therewith : and what replie doth our Lord f 
make ? verſ. 11. Jeſus anſwered : Thou couldeſt have no_power at al 


40 4in except it were given thee from ghove : therefore he that 
ns ——_ Fa the greater fin, We find ſeveral 
rticulars here very remarquable for the demonſtration. of our 
ypotheſis. [1] Whereas Pilate boaſted of his power to crucifie, 
or releaſe our Lord, he tels him plainly , that be could have no power 
againſt him , except it were given him from above. The power that 
Pilate pretendes unto was legal Autoritie backed with an execu- 
tive power: Committed to him : ſo much iZEvele notes: our Lord 
doth not denie his claim of legal Autoritle, as commiſſionated by 
Ceſar; but yet confines and reſtrains the execution thereof to. 
Gods predeterminative Concurſe. As if our Lord had faid: 1 
t thy power and autoritie of life and death as C:ſars Commiſ- 
ner and Miniſter ; yet. know , thou- couldeſt not execute this 
thy power on me, unleſle the providential concurrence of my Fa-. 
ther did efficaciouſly move nd; predetermine thee thereto. [2] 
Obſerve here the double negative, #x 5/4uiar, which among the. 
Grecians implies a more vehement negation. . As if he: had faid : 
Alas! thou haſt not the leaſt umbrage or ſhadow of power to. 
execute-againſt me., but what is diſpenſed forth unto thee by the. 
Cious | = = pr hand or providential concurfe of-my 
Father:z. whoſe wife and omnipotent hand has put in every bit- 
ter ingredient into the Cup [ am to.drink of. . [37] Neither __ 
- AL: 


ARt. 2. 23, 


al this excuſe Judas, the Jews, or Pilate as to their guilt in cruci, 
fying the Lord of Glorie: no, Gods predeterminative concurſg 
is ſo far from exculing theſe Traitors, as that it aggravates theig 
ſin. Soit follows : Therefore he that hath delivered me nnto the 
hath the greater ſin. Therefore, Hs rare, for this very reaſon, be, 
cauſe my Father hath left that traiterous wretch 7adas to be hur. 
ried, by his own avaricious luſt , into this horrid Treaſon of be, 
traying me, and predetermined thine execution thereof, his gyile 
is the'greater. . [4] Laſtly, hence alſo we may argue, that this 
ſin of. crucifying our Lord was intrinſecally evil. So much that 
laſt clauſe, hath the greater ſin, implies. As if he had ſaid : Oh! 


what a world of treaſon, murder, blaſphemie, hatred of God and 


al manner of fin is involved in the wombe of this ſin ? 

(4) We find the predefinition and predetermination of Chriſts 
crucifixion more expreſſely explicated and demonſtrated, AF, 2, 
23. Him, being delivered by the determinate counſel , and forehnow. 
ledge of God, ye have taken, and by wicked hands bave crucified and 
ſlain, What could more plainly be ſaid for the predefinition and 
predetermination of our Lords crucifixion, as to its ſubſtrate enti. 
tative at, and yet for the aggravation of their ſin in acting their 
parts in this bloudy Tragedie ? Let us examine the particularg. 
[17 It's ſaid, he was delivered by the determinate counſel, Ti guy 
87. The Greek wa primarily notes counſel with a decree, or a 
decreed fixed counſel, from fea the caſt of an arrow , or the like. 
Whence the formal act of the wil is termed Sayers, which is but 
a derivation from Swi But Luke, to expreſle Perers mind more 
ſignificantly, addes, v5 «eozd6y, by that determinate, defined, firme, 
immutable, decretive, predeterminative counſel of God , as the word 
5 to our former explication of it,on Zuk. 2.2.22, 
whereto this Text ſeems to anſwer. _ is by Gloſfaries made 
ſynonymous to 4a7ley, to ordain;, wanrdrluy, topreordain; milire, 
20 conſtitute \, igdyaa, to eſtabliſh, wgreelZuy, to predetermine, Among 
the LXX. it anſwers to 92g, to termine, determine, predetermine , as 

Num. 34.6, Joſh. 13.27. and elſewhere, By which it is moſt 
evident , that it is here by Luke uſed to denote Gods efficacious, 
abſolute, predeterminative counſel and purpoſe touching the crucifixi. 
on-of our Lord. [27] Then he addes: x} wgyrde{ * OW, 4nd 
foreknowlege of God, Note here , that Gods foreknowlege or Pre. 
ſcience of Chriſts crucifixion, and ſo by conſequence of the:fin an- 
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nexed thereto, follows the predetermenation or determined counſel 
of 
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of his own wil: God therefore foreknew , becauſe in his deter- 
mined counſel he foreordained or decreed the Paſſion of our 
Lord. And yet [3] this neceſſary predefinition and predeter- .. 


mination of Gods wil with his infallible preſcience touching the 
crucifixion of Chriſt, did no way leſſen their ſin : for addes Perer, 
Him ye have taken, and by wicked hands have crucified and ſlain. Al- 
beit he was predefined and predetermined by God to go (as him- 
felf declares, Lak. 22. 22.) to the Croſle, yet they, by their wick- 
ed bloudy hands, rok him as voluntarily, yea with as much bloud- 
thirſty greedineſſe, as it there had been no predefinition and 
etermination of the aft by God. Lo! whata plain conci- 
lation is here of efficacious predefinition and predeterminative 
concurſe of the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, with the voluntary and free 
eleftion of the ſinner as to his part in this bloudy Tragedie. [4] 
Note that phraſe, #:a yergoy drbuwr, by wicked hands, 5. e. ſacrile- 
gious, bloudy, God-murdering hands. Which certainly denotes 
their ſin to be of the firſt magnitude, and intrinſecally evil. And 
that this Text fully demonſtrates the predefinition of Chriſts Paſ. 
ſion, Serangins,lib.z. cap.3. pag. 563. freely acknowlegeth, So hb.4. 
Cap. 2. pag. 768, he ſaith, That it is not to be douted , but that the 
wel humiliation and paſſion of Chriſt flowed from the decree and wil 
of God, and what God from Etermitie decreed , the ſame be executes 
and procures in time. ' But what his replie is to the force of our ar- 
gument from this abſolute Decree of God we ſhal examine 
anon. 
(5) I come now to that other parallel Text , which fully de. 
monſtrates the predefinition and predetermination of Chriſts cru- 


cifixion by God, AlF. 4. 28. For to do whatſoever thine hand and thy Adt..4. 28; 


counſel dfermined before to be done. He ſpeaks of the gathering 
_— bath of Jews and Gentiles for the crucifying the Son 
of God, as verſ. 26, 27. he ſaith , They did nothing but what Gods 
band and connſel predetermined to be done. [1] By the counſel of 
God we may here underſtand his Decretive counſel, or the counſel 
and verve of his wil, whereby he predefined and predetermined 
the crucifixion of our Lord, Thus ſome terme Gods efficacious 
predeterminative Concurſe, quoad attingentiam attivam, as to attive 
attingence, which is nothing elſe but the very wil of God, accord- 


£800 his eternal counſel predetermining and foreordaining al 


reevents, as Scotws and others aſſure us. Thus Gail mult be 


underſtood, AF, 2.23. as before. Whence [2] by the Hand of 
God, 


63 >; 
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Lord, which they terme his predeterminative Concurſe, quoad a. 
tingentiam paſſivam, as to naſiox attingence. For mans hand bei 

the inſtrument of operation, whereby he puts forth his power and 
force, it.is thence applied to God, to denote -his molt potent exe. 


.cution of his Decrees in predetermining and applying al ſecond 


cauſes to their a&, as before g. 1. of this Chapter. We finda 
very good gloſle hereon in Strangine, hb. 4. cap. 2. pag. 769. *ln 


©the other place, ſaith he, AZ. 4. 28. there is mention made nat | 


'© only of the counſel of God, but alſo of the hand of God; that counſel 
© may be referred to the Decree , and handto the execution, Ty 
© decree is preſuppoſed the wile counſel of God , and to execute the 
© power of the Divine right hand. And here truly what God hath 
< decreed in his counſel, he alſo by his hard hath executed : For 
© in this whole work the hand of God hath appeared , howbeit 
© many wicked hands did concur. So the Hard of God here i 
© oppoſed to wicked hands , AR. 2. 23. The hand, | ſay, of God ap 
© peared in moderating, ordaining , governing , and diretting al the 
© machinations, endeavors, ſayings and deeds of his enemies, that 
© they ſhould wil and perfe(t that very ſame thing which he wil 
© led, though with a far different counlel and purpoſe, whaterer 
© their malice were. Lo! what a ful teſtimonie is here ? who 
would not think Strangiu orthodox in this point, did he acquieſce 
here ? But there lies a Snake in the graſſe.: he elſewhere ſtarts 
off from what he here grants, as hereafter. Only this note, that 
he here, as elſewhere, ſtrongly impugnes and oppoſeth that paſſe 
crucifixion Which Bellarmine and a reverend Divine of repute 4 
mong us only aſcribe to God :{or he expreſlely faith, That the very 
att of crucifixion was executed by the handof God; yea al the mach- 
nations, endeavor, ſayings, and deeds of Chriſts enemies, moderated 
ordained , governed, diretted by the ſame Divine hand. What 
could be ſaid more for the predefinition and predetermination of 
the ſubſtrate mater of an act intrinſecally evil ? But I paſſe onto 
the a of Divine predetermination expreſſed in the Text before 
us by wgdawrs. What the | import of wggeel{ey is, we have 
ſhewen, Chap. 1.5.6. In the general it ſigrlifies co predefine , pre 
deſtine, predetermine : it's applied in the N. T. both to perſons and 
things, and theſe both good and evil. It is here limited and - 
n 
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od, we are to underſtand his moſt efficacious and potent executionf 


fl decretive counſel, predetermining the whole ſubſtrate mater, 
or al entitative a&ts and circumſtances in the-<rucifixion of ow 
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fined to Gods predefining, predeſtining, and predetermining the 

ſubſtrate mater or entitative act of Chriſts crucifixion, which was 

aſin of the firſt magnitude , containing in its pregnant wombe 
blaſphemie , hatred of God , murther, yea God-killing bloud- 
guiltineſſe, The Syriac turnes it by TUNA, to ſeal, conſtitute, and 

w firme any thing. And ſurely if the bleſſed God ever ſealed, 

con 


ituted, made firme, Or predetermined any thing in the world, it 
was the crucifixion of his Son, on which the ſalvation of al his 
Elect dependes. Auguſtin renders wgwars here predeſtinavit , he 
bas predeſtined. So the old Latin renders it, 1 Gr. 2.7, And 
Strangius , bib. 3. cap. 5. pag. 582. is herein (as in ſome other 
ints) very ingenuous and free in confeſling, © That Auguſtin 
«doth uſe the words n—_— determine, conſtitute, or - 
«© 4zin, and diſpoſe, indifferently, ſo as they may be extended to al- 
(things which God hath decreed, So that it's clear by his own 
confeſſion , that the crucifixion of Chriſt taken aftively was pre- 
deſtined, predefined, conſtituted, foreordained, and eeotimnied by 
God, Whence by a paritie of reaſon we demonltrate our Hypo- 
theſis, that the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act of that, where- 
uato intrinſecal fin is neceſſarily annexed, is predefined and prede- 
termined by God. The inference and concluſion to me is ſo natu- 
ral and evident , that I cannot ſee how the wit of man can evade 
It. 
But let us examine what ſubterfuges and evaſions our Oppo- ou 4dueſerirs 
nents frame to evade the force and evidence this ſecond Head evaſtons exami- 
touching Chriſts Crucifixion gives to our Hypotheſis, ned. 
1, Bellarmine and from him a reverend Divine of name among r. zvafor 
our ſelves replie, That the paſſive crucifixion of Chriſt was from God, touching altive 
not the ative : i.e. Chrilts Paſſion and the effefts of it was from 4% paſſive Cru- 
God, but not the ations of thoſe that crucified him. (1) How **%* 
poor and ſhiftleſſe this ſhift is we have already demonſtrated on 
the vendition of Joſeph from Gen. 45. 5,7,8. (2) But more parti- 
cularly as to this Head, I cannot but wonder how any, who have 
not quite baniſhed Reaſon and Religion from their minds, can ſa- 
tisfie themſelves with ſuch jejune notions and evaſions : Did not 
the bleſſed God yredetine and predetermine the very att of 
Chriſts crucifixion ? how elſe could he certainly foreknow that 
he would be crucified ? Or what certain preſcience could he have 
of the ſalvation of any ohe elect ſoul, which wholly dependes on 
the death of Chriſt ? Again, what fine-ſpun nonſenſe is this, God 
K prede- 
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Book It 
predetermined the Paſſio of Chriſts crucifixion, but not the 4 
on ? as if God predetermined that Chrift ſhould be kiffed and $. 
betrayed by F«da: , but not that F«da« ſhould kiſſe and 
Chriſt : again, that Chriſt ſhould be mocked , blafj 
ſcourged, &c. by the'Sontdiers and Jews , but that theſe ſhowld 
not mock , blaſpheme, ſcourge, &c. Chriſt, Laſtly , that the 
Spear ſhould be throſt into the fide of Chrift, but yet not that 
any thruſt it in. What Logic, Reaſon ,. or fenfe is this? Do ng 
the very Ariſtoteleans grant ns, That attion and paſſion are net re. 
ally, but only modally diſtinit ? As the way from eAthens to Thebe, 
and fo back again from Thebes to Athens , 1s but one and the fame 
way, diverſifted only from its relation to different termes ; fo the 
fame fluxe as it procedes from the Agent is called Afton, andy; 
it termines on the patient, Paſſion. ls it poſſible then that God 
ſhould predetermine or concur to the paſſion and not to the ation 
of crucifixion ? But enough of this , which is fo ſtrongly refuted 
by Strangins, lib. 4. cap. 11. pag. 772. 

2. Another reverend Divine of eſtime among us for parts and 
pietie evades thus: [| Chriſts crucifixion J ©* was a thing which 
*Gods hand and counfel had determined before to be done; M, 
©*4.28. 5.e. foreſeeing wicked hands would be promt and ready 
<for this tragic enterpriſe , his ſovereign power and wiſe counfe! 
* concurred with his foreknowledge , ſo only, and not with lelſ 
* fatitude, to define or determine the ds and limits of that 
© malignitie, than to let it procedeto this \execution. And to 
* deliver him up _ by any formal reſignation or ſurrender, as 
© we wel know, but permitting |him) thereunto. Though the 
© fame phraſe of delivering him , hath elſewhere, another notion of 
* aſſigning or appointing him to be a propitiatian for the fins'dl 
© men, by dying ; which was done\by mutual agveement between 
© both the parties, &c. This replie ofthis learned pious Divine (ſo 
far as I can penetrate and underſtand\it , which ſeems involved 
under much obſcuritie) may be feſolved into the following parts. 
(1) He makes Gods preſcience or foteſeeing the crucifixion of 
Chriſt by wicked hands, to procede or go before the concurrence 
and determination of Gods wiſe counſel or predefinition there- 
of. Wherein he fals in with the Jeſuites middle Science , makin; 
Gods preſcience precedent to his predefigigion or decree , and fo 
dependent only on the mutable wil of mt as to the act of ſin; 
which he elſewhere ſeems. to intimate ©'whereas the Scripture, 
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and paſfrve Crucifixion. 
which he refers to, e4#. 2. 23. makes the foreknowledge of 
Chriſts crucifixion ſubſequent to the predefinition of his deter. 


mMinate Counſel or Decree. And certainly al the wit of man 


fammed up in one cannot conceive or demonſtrate, how God 
hould have a certain preſcience of Chriſts crucifixion , which de- 
pendes wholly on the contingent uncertain wil of man , and not 
on the determinate counſel of his own wil. (2) He makes Gods 
determinate counſel or hand only to determine the bounds and linuts 
of that malignitie, 8c. As if the bounding and limiting of the 
malignitie , and not the ſubſtrate mater or aCt itſelf entitatively 
conſidered were from God. Whereas the Text faith categori- 
cally, That the hand and counſel of God predefined and edetermined 
whatever thoſe wicked hands of theirs executed. (3) He gives us a 
new Gloſſe or Paraphraſe on that phraſe delivering him, AF. 2. 23. 
asif it implied only an aſſioning or appointing him to be a propitia- 
tion, &c, But how little this gloſſe wil accord with the ſenſe of 
theſe Texts is evident. For that aſſigning and appdinting him to 
bea propitiation was immanent and eternal in the Divine De- 
crees, but the delivering him here is meant of his being delivered 
into the hands of thoſe that crucified him, and that according to 
the determinate counſel of God. 


3. Wecome now to the more plauſible ſubterfuges of. Strar- Strangius's E- 
3s, whereby he endeavors to evade the evidence of thoſe Texts, v4/on 


which mention Gods predetermining the crucifixion of our Lord. 
He anſwers, {þ. 3. cap. 4. pag. 573. thus: © The occiſion and cru- 
i cifixion of Chriſt, alſo the kind of death were from God : and 
* as they were from God , they were good and greatly glorioſe, 
*and pPoperly the means to procure our ſalvation: and God is 
©defervedly judged the Cauſe and Author of them , Who by his 
© determinate counſel and precognition delivered his Son to them , whom 
© with wicked hands they killed on the croſſe, AF. 2. 23. Here truly 
©in the ſame work the good aCtion of God is diſtinguiſhed from 
© their evil action : therefore their wickedneſſe and malice was 
© not from God ; neither was it willed or predefinedby God, who 
©cannot be ſaid to be the Cauſe and Author of any ſin. There- 
* fore ſpeaking abſolutely , the occiſion of Chriſt was not ſin; (0- 
*therwiſe God ſhould be- the Author of ſin: as to kil a man is 
© not ſin. And truly if God had commanded men to kil Chriſt,and 
* they out of conſcience to that command had obeyed God, they 


- © had not ſinned. But to proſecute Chriſt out of hatred and il-wilis 
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<intrinſecally evil, neither can that be any way wel done, or com. 
© manded by God. ; 

Obſerye here (1) he grants that: the crucifixion of Chriſt 
with al its natural circumſtances entitatively conſidered were 
from God , as the God of nature, and ſo naturally good : yea, 
that they were morally good. and greatly glorioſe as means ty 
procure our ſalvation ; and therefore God ss deſervedly judged thi 
cauſe and author of them, as Af..2. 23. And (2) we denie with 


- him, that the wickedneſle and malice of thoſe aCts was from God. 


(3) Healſo grants, That the occiſion or killing of Chriſt conſidered 
abſolutely was. not ſin. Whereunto we retort , That neither the 
hatred of Chriſt conſidered abſolutely without relation to its ob 
je is ſin, But, (4). he concludes: Buz-to proſecute Chriſt out of 
hatred and il-wil is intrinſecally ev», &c.. Whence we argue, That 
the crucifying of Chriſt was a ſin intrinſecally evil, and yet as to 
its ſubſtrate mater and entitative as from God. For did not 
the Jews proſecute Chriſt out of hatred and malice, yea malice 
blowen up. to the fin againſt the Holy Ghoſt in ſome of them? 
And was nat, . in this good work of crucifixion} the good aftion 
of God, and the evil aCtion of. the Jews the ſame as to the ſyb- 
ſtrate mater or natural entitative act ? This pincheth Srrangin 
cloſely, and therefore he ſeems to make the natural entitative 
act of God diſtin from the natural entitative aCt of the wicked 
Jews: For he ſaith , Here truly in the ſame work the good attionef 
God is diſtinguiſhed from their evil attion;, and therefore their wicked. 
neſſe and malice was not from God. Here we grant, [1] his conſe. 
quence or concluſion, That their malice,was not-from God, [2] We 
thus far alſo grant his Antecedent, That the good aCtion of God, 
conſidered both naturally and morally, was diſtinguiſhed jfrom 
their evil aftion conſidered formally and morally : for the rnalice 
and vitioſitie which formaliſed the aCtion as theirs, 1s. no way im- 
putable to Gods a&t conſidered.cither naturally or morally. [3] 
But yet we ſtil avouch, and no way dout but to demonſtrate in its 
place, that inthe crucifixion of Chriſt the a(t of the wicked Jews 
conſidered materially , naturally, and entitatively was one and the 
fame with Gods at : So much al theſe Texts.clearly eviace z- ſo 
much alſo reaſon diftates: For if there were twoaQs;. the one 
primarily, yea only from the wicked inſtruments, the other from 
God the prime Efficient , then how could they be ſaid to be the 
inſtruments of Gods Eſficience? Muſt we not then alſo ſuppoſe 
two, 


Chap.3- Gods puniſping his ſinful People, &vc. 69 : 
two Crucifixions, one from God, and the other from the Jews ? "y 
What a world of abſurdities would follow this Hypotheſis, That 

the ation of God in the Crucifixion of Chriſt conſidered errs- 

ratively, materially, and atwrally, was really diſtin from the 

ation of the Inttruments conlidered entitatively, materially, and 

naturally ? But to conclude, we find an excellent ſolution to al 

theſe evaſions and ſubterfuges in Augyſtin, Epiſt. 48. ad Vincen- Quum Pate 

, . . . . r 
rium, thus : When the Father delivered his Son, and Chriſt his own tradiderit Ft. 
Bodie, and Fudas his Lord, why in this Tradition is God juſt and lium, & Chri- 
man guilty, but becauſe in one and the ſame thing which they did, the ſtus Corpus 
cauſe was not one and the ſame. A ſolution ſufficient to ſatisfie _— & Judas 
any ſober mind : Wherein note, (1) That the a& of Tradi- jo tne 
tion and ſo of crucifying Chriſt, was. one and the ſame entita. ne Deus eſt 
tively and phyſically conſidered both in regard of God and the juſtus & homo 


ſioner. (2) That the difference ſprang from the Cauſes: God 15 niſi quia 
In re una quam 


delivered his Son to Death, thereby to bring about the greateſt 

ood that Sinners could wifh for, their Salvation ; =. Fudas —— 
and the malitioſe Jews delivered the Lord of Glorie to death, quam fecerunc.. 
with wicked hands, out of an avaricious humor, malice, &-c, 42*/t. Epift. 
Hence, (3) The Action was moſt juſt and glorioſe on Gods part, 4*: 44 Yin 
but moſt unjuſt and wicked on the Sinners part. This anſwer of 
Auguſtin is ſo great, that'it might ſerve to anſwer al the objecti- 
ons againſt our Hypotheſis, were not men bent to cavil againſt 
the truth. 

S. 3. I come now to a third Head of Scriptural Arguments, 
namely ſuch, wherein God 3s ſaid to make uſe of wicked Inſtruments 
for the puniſhing or afflifting his people in ſuch away, wherein the In- 
ſftruments. could 'not but contratt emit. 1 ſhal divide this Head in- 
to two members; (1) Sach Scriptures , whercan God is ſaid to 
make uſe of wicked Inſtruments for the puniſhing his ſinful people, 

(2) Such as mention Gods aſflitting his rizhteous People by ſinful In. 
ſtruments. 

1, We ſhal begin with ſuch Scriptures wherein- God is ſaid to 1. G44; puniſh- 
make uſe of wicked Inſtruments for the puniſhment of his ſinful people, ing bis ſinful 
So Eſa. 10. 5, 6. O Aſſyrian, the rod of mine anger, I wil! ſend him People by wic- 
againſt an by ocritical Nation. The Aſſyrian is ſent by God as his &e4 Inſtruments, 
rod to puniſh his oful people ;,,and every ſtroke of this rod was Eſa. to. 5,5,7, 
from God; his hand guiding, ordering, and aftuating the rod 
in al its motions. And yet, how much fin was there committed 


en the Afſriavs part in puniſhing 1/rael ?. How little. did he in. 
| tend 


a 


wa. 


tend to ſerve God herein ? were not Pride and Ambition the 
main ſprings of his ation? Thence it's added v. 7. Howbeit he 
meaneth not ſo, either doth his heart think, ſo, &c. whence v, 12, 
'God threatens to puniſh him for his ſin. So that it's evident, this 
ſending of the Aſſyrian by God, mentioned v.6. cannot be m 
of any legal permiſſion Or commiſſion given him by God, bu 
ſecret efficacious predeterminative concurſe ahd Provide 
Jerem, 16.15, God, ordering what ſhould come to paſs. Sd Fer. 16, 16, 
hold, I wil ſend for many s, ſaith the Lord, axd they ſhal 
them, and after wil I ſend for many hunters, and they ſhal 
them from every mountain, &c. Note, (1) That theſe words cog. 
tain not a promiſſe but threat, begun v. g. This is evident from 
2.17, (2) By Fiſhers and Hunters in the general we muſt ug. 
derſtand enemies to the Jews. To fiſh and to bunt, is to take and 
deſtroy. War has a great reſſemblance with fiſhing and khunti 
which is a kind of war againſt beſtes; as war is a kind of fiſhing 
and hunting of men: whence Nimrod the firſt Warrier after the 
Floud, is ſtiled Ger. 10. gy. 4 mighty hunter, 1. e, of men, Ay, 
but more particularly, (3) Who are theſe fiſhers ? Why, as it 
is ſuppoſed, the Ex yprians, who are called Fiſbers, Eſa. 19. 8, 
(4) And who are the Hunters * The Babylonians, as it is gene- 
rally faid ; But, (5) Who is it that ſends for theſe Fiſhers and 
Hunters? It is God, 7 wil ſend, &c. (6) Why doth God ſend 
for them ? To puniſh his ſinful People, and that by thoſe very 
Nations in whom they had ſo much confided, and to whom they 
had ſo much conformed, as is intimated v, 17. And what more 
juſt, than that Profeſſors ſhould be puniſhed by ſuch Inſtruments, 
as have been the ground of their confidence, and the exemplary 
of their fins? (7) How doth God ſend for theſe Fiſhers and 
Hunters ? wy, - not by any legal At or formal Commiſſion 
given to them, but providentsally, by exciting their minds, ap- 
plying their wils, and drawing forth, yea determining the ſame 
Co the ſubſtrate mater or material entitative att of affliting the 
Jews, whereunto there was much malice, murder, and hatred of 
God and his People annexed. Yea, God did not only ſend Ne. 
buchadnezar to afflift Iſrael, but alſo give him a reward for his 
ſervice; as Ferem. 27.6. And now have I given altheſe lands into 
the hands of Nebuchadnezar the King of Babylon, my fervant, God 
gives him the neighbor Nations as a reward for his ſetvice againſt 
Jſrael, The like Fer. 43. 10, Multitudes of Texts might be 
/- added 


eant 
the 
: of 
4 
hunt 


n Gol paniſting bis ſinful People, $6. Book, 


«= a oo ww» —- 


_ — A . kt ___ aA 


"C f 3. Gods «fil ing his righteous Sernavuti, hc. 0a 


- efficaciouſly concurs to and predertermines al their aftions ma- 


[it 
the 
be 
IN, 
his 
int 
he 
of 
Je. 
fo 
"mt 
N- 
m 
N- 
d 
A 
: 
& 
y 
{4 
b 

7 
ſ 

- 

; 

| 

| 


added to ſhew, how God makes uſe of wicked Inſtruments in 
the puniſhment of his ſinful people, and in a providential way 


terially and naturally conſidered, and yet is no way the Cauſe 
or Author of their ſin. 

2, To mention one or two Scriptures, which ſpeak of Gods 2. Gods affiia- 
wſmg wicked Inſtruments in afflicting his innocent People, So Fob 1. ing bis righte- - 

od makes uſe of the Sabeans, and Caldeans, yea of Satan him- 94s Servants by 

ſelf, to afflict 7ob; and yet he ſaith, v. 21. The Lord taketh away. — De 
He ſaw by faith Gods hand moving, yea predetermining the ; 
hearts and hands of his adverſaries to every a&t of theirs ma. 19> + 21- 
rerially conſidered, albeit not to the vitiofitie. So Pſal. 105. 25. pry, 10%. 26. 
He turned their heart to hate bis people, to deal ſubtilely with bus ſer- 
vants, Here it's ſaid expreſſely, that God turned, i. e. efficaci- 
onſly moved and predetermined the hearts of the Egyptians to 
hate his People Iſrael. God's turning their hearts doth expreſſely 
and formally denote his efficacious predeterminative concurſe to 
the entitative material natural at of hatred, albeit not to the 
vitioſitie and malignitie thereof, So much alſo the next clauſe 
importes, and to deal ſubtilely with bis ſervants, i.e, al their ſubtile 
ſtrategems, machinations, and politic contrivements for the ex- 
tirpation of 1ſ-ge/, by putting to death their Males, oppreſling 
them with hard labors, &-c. al theſe were, as to their ſubſtrate 
mater and phyſic entitative afts from God, who turned their 
hearts thereto: And what could be more nakedly and evidently 
faid to demonſtrate Gods efficacious predeterminative concurte 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin ? 

Let us now ſee what our Opponents replie to theſe Scriptures 
and our Arguments drawen thence. Srrangine, |. 4.c. 4. p. 791. 
evades the force of this laſt Text thus : What # ſaid Pal. 105, 
25. that God turned their hearts to hate his people, it muſt be un- 
derſtood, that God did it not by perverting the hearts of the Egyp- 
tians, but by doing good to his people, whence the Egyptians took, oc- 
caſion of hatred. (1) We ſay not that God perverted the hearts 
of the Egyptians; that's the commun odioſe conſequence which 
our Adverſariesimpoſe on us. But, (2) We avouch, that God 
did more than give occaſion to the Egyptians of hating, by his 
doing good to his people. Is not this a ſtrange Comment, God 
turned their heart to hate bus people, 1. e. gave occaſion of hatred, 


by doing good unto his people? Doth not Gods _ the 
cart. 


heart in Scripture Phraſcologie always import his efficacious pre. 
determinative concurſe in'applying the wil to its aft ? When it' 
ſaid, Prov. 21. 1. God turneth the heart whitherſoever he wil, git 
not meant of an efficacious concurſe ? Do not alſo the follow. 
ing words, Fſal. 105.25. to deal Jubtilely with hu ſervants, clearly 
implie an efficacious act of God upon their hearts, predetermining 
them to their aft? Certainly ſuch Comments are very poor eva. 
ſions to elude ſuch clear Texts. As for the other Texts, Stray. 
gim's general anſwer p. 774, 775- 1s, That God is the (auſe of the 
att in thoſe ſins, but not of the pravitie of the Inſtruments, &c, And 
what do we ſay or deſire more ? But yet there lies a ſting in thig 
very conceſſion, of his: for he addes, p. 774. That God hath :. 
creed nothing by his Wil of good pleaſure, but what he approves & 
Good. i. e. God hath not abſolutely decreed to permit ſin, be. 
cauſe he doth not approve of it. Wherein note, [1] How he 
doth, with the Pelagians and Arminians, confound Gods Ds 
cretive Wil, with his Approbatzve complacential Wil. ['2] Wede: 
nie not but God approves of al his own As; but the Queſtion 
is touching objetts, Whether God approves of al objetts which by 
his Decretive Wil he decrees to permit ? This we peremptorily de. 
nie, and no way dout but to make good our denial in its 

lace, | | 
4. Gods dmme- R $. 4. Another Head of Arguments, contains ſuch Scriptures « 
diate hand in mention Gods own immediate hand in thoſe eActs whereunto ſin is ag- 
the Atts of ſn. pendent, We begin with 2 Sam. 12, 11, where God tels David 
2 Sam. 12. 11. by Nathan, that for his folie committed with UVriah's wife, and 
murder, Behold, I wil raiſe up evil againſt thee out of thine own houſe, 
and I wil take thywive; before thine eyes, and give them unto thy neigh- 
2 Sam. 15, 22. boyr, &c. This threat we find fulfilled, 2 Sam. 16. 22. And Ab- 
fſalom . went in unto hu Fathers Concubines i the ſight of al Iſrael, 
What could be more plainly and diſtinCtly expreſſed to demon- 
ſtrate Gods immediate concurſe to that entitative aft of Abſe. 
low's Sin ? Here Strangie, |. 4. c. 4. p. 789. acknowledgeth, 
(1) That Abſalom's Inceſt in violating his f, hers bed us by God owned 
as bus own Fatt. But, (2) then he anſwers, that this was acknoy- 

ledged for the reaſon above-mentioned, namely, by reaſon f Gods e 
cacrous Gubernation, e Moderation, and Direltion, which he afforded, 

according to the modes _ explicated, about the ſinful Wils 

Abſalom and eAchitophel, an 

fatt is related 2 Sam. 16, 20, &C, For thisis uſual , that the effett, 
| which 


.. 


70 ho God! immediate band in the At of fi. Book It. | 


their aftions in this wickedneſs ; which 
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"Chap. 3; Shimei's Curſing David bow from God. 


which arsſeth. from two cauſes, whereof the one is effeftive, and the 
ather direltive , be aſcribed to both, but in a different reſpett, &c. 
This is the commun anſwer, which he and his SeCtators give to 
ſuch Scriptures, which ſpeake Gods immediate hand in the enti- 
tative acts of ſin; let us therefore a little examine the force of 
this anſwer. 

1) Take notice, that he allows Gods Gubernation, Moder ation 
ul Direttion of the Act whereto fin is annexed, but-not the pro- 
dation of the aft. This is evident by the Concluſion, wherein he 
makes the Sinner to be the efef:ve cauſe, but God the -direttive 
only. But I replie, how can God efficaciouſly Govern, Moderate, and 
Dire## the Att,uanleſs he be alſo the effeCtive Cauſe thereof? Take 
his own inſtance, the ſinful wils of Abſalom and Achitophe!, how 
is it poſſible, that God ſhould efficaciouſly govern and direct 
thoſe immanent aCts of their ſinful wils, but by influencing their 
wi, and efficacioully predetermining them to a&t ? If God did, 
as he grants, efficaciouſly govern, moderate, and dirett their ſinful 
wils in thoſe immanent aCts of Luſt, certainly he muſt neceſſa- 
rily produce thoſe acts. 2) Neither wil this anſwer at al ſolve 


K he Difficultie : for ſuppoſe we grant, that God doth only effi- 


caciouſly govern, moderate, and direct the ſinful a&, not pro- 
duce the entitative mater thereof, yet this efficaciow direftive in- 
fluence doth as much make God the Author of ſin, as our effeftive 

edeterminative concurſe. For Gods efficacious Moderation and 
FFrettion of the ſinful at, denotes his efficacious Preſervation 


.ofthe at, which is as ſinful as the effeftion or production of the 


Aft. But more of this hereafter, Chap. 5, 6. 


Another Scripture which ſpeaks Gods immediate predetermi- Shinhei's curſing 
native concurſe in the entitative act of Sin, is 2 Sam. 16. 10. = os 
rom God. 


where David ſaith of Shimes, That the Lord ſaid unto him, (urſe 
David. And v. 11. Let kim cuaſe;, for the Lord hath bidden him. 
Now the force of this argument dependes on the explication of 
this word or command of God to Shines, which muſt be here ta- 
ken either morally, for a divine precept and injunction, or phy- 
ſicly for an eſhcacious Concurſe and influence. ( 1 ) That it 
cannot be here taken morally for a preceptive word, is moſt evi- 
.dent; becauſe had God commanded Shimei to curſe David, he 
had been the moral cauſe and ſothe Author of his ſin. (2) There- 
fore it remains, that it be here taken only phyſicly, for Gods 
efficacious Concurſe ſecretly and JORGE inc)ining and apply- 


ing 


2 Sam, 16. Io, 


Shimuei's Curing David bow from God. Book 
ing Shimei's wil to the entitative aCt of this curſing. And in thy 
ſenſe the Word oof God is frequently taken in Scripture, nameh, 
for his cfſicacious predeterminative concurſe, in the Creatigg, 
Conſeryation, and Gubernation of things. | 

Now what doth Serangias replic to this?- Why, 14. c. 4. p. 786, 


he ſaith, That Shimes”s Curſings being intrinſecally evil, we may ne 


ſay, that God did move or jmpel him thereto in a proper manner of 
ſpeech, neither that Shimei was the Inſtrument of God in theſe ath, 
0ns, as they were determined to ſuch an objeft; but only as direfiel 
by God to his juſt judgements : and that moſt in diretion of God, 
with the adminiſtration of - thr wn and Occaſions Was 45 a Pro. 
cept. In which Reſponſe note, (1) That he grants, che Sk; 
mes his curſing was an attion intrinſecally evil : which is a 
conceſſion, and wil clearly overthrow his own Hypotheſis, and 
Prove Ours, That God doth predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate ms 
ter of aftions intrinſecally evil, For if Shime;'s Curling was an adi 
on intrinſecally evil, then ſurely ſuch alſo. was the Venditionof 
Joſeph and the Crucifixion of our Lord, which were both axty 
their entitative acts predetermined by God, But (2) he denies 
that Shimes was the Inſtrument of God in theſe ations, as determmed 
ro ſuch an objet#, In the laſt clauſe of this Antitheſis lies the 
=_m_ and force ofal his objections againſt predetermination tothe 
ubſtrate-mater of fin z which we intend more fully to examine 
Chap. 6. $. 1.. at preſent, we ſay, [17] That. Shimes was not the 
inſtrument of any myral but phyſic ahfluence from God { the pre 
cept or bidding here ſpecified was not. moral but phyſic and real: 
God did not morally command/Shime: to curſe David, but phy- 
ſicly and naturally incline him to the entitative aft of Curling 
him; which was as a Precept : this Serangis grants in the cl 
as to Gods direftion, ['2]. Hence if we conſider Shimes's curſing 
as phyſicly determined to tuch an object, it was not morally evi 
' but good, and fo from God : It's true, as it was morally deter- 
mined by Shime: the moral Agent to its objet: David, ſo it was 
intrinſecally evil, but as it was phyſicly or naturally determined 
by God, for the puniſhment of David, ſo it was both naturally 
and morally good and from God. (3 He placeth the whole of 
Gods Influence to this att, #2 direfting his Actions to his juſt judge- 
ments, &c, To which 1 anſwer. [ 1] How could dire 


theſe actions of Shimesz ſpecially, the immaneur afts of his wil, 


(which were the worſt part of .his maledition) bfit by. at eff, 
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Chip. Shimdi's Cirfing David bow from God. 
cacious predeterminative influence on his wil and its aQts? 
[2] He grants, that this Direttion of God was moſt certain and 

ow; if ſo, then certainly predeterminative : and if the di- 
xettion be predeterminative, is not Gods concurſe to the ſinful 
at conſidered materially and entitatively, predeterminative ? 


. [3] If Gods directive concurſe be predeterminative, as Srran- 


nw muſt by his conceſſions grant, wil nat thoſe ugly conſequen. 
ces which he lodes our Hypotheſis with, be al retorted on him? 
Did not Gods efficacious direftion termine on Shimer's curſing as 
determmed to ſuch an object, namely David? And was he not 
the Inſtrument of this efficacious direction ? 
Baranins, Metaph. S. 8. Diſp. 3. p. 158. anſwers this Text thus: 
To that malediftion of Shimes 6s anſwered, That God commanded 
Shames to curſe David, not by bending his wil, but by opening to him 
the way to this evil, and by ſhitting it to al other evils, i. e. by per- 
mitting bim to att this only, — Was ready for other evils, 
A poor evaſion indeed, and ſuch as if admitted would make the 
whole Scripture but as a Noſe of Waxe. (1) Doth rot David 
fay categoricly, that God bid, (i. e. got morally but phyſicly J 
Shimes to curſe ? And what can this implie, but th- bending his 
wil to the fubſtrate mater, or erititative AR? (2) Can it be 
imagined, that David could mean only a mer Otiole and ſpecn- 
ktive permiſſion, and not an ative concy Fence to the act * 
ſelfentitatively conſidered ? (3) Doth n«- Baronww confeſs, 7 
Qed opened to bim the way to this evil? 4nd if ſo, muſt he'V9t 
n open Shime;'s heart to the mate” of it? Did not tie man 
att of malediQtion ariſe from his wil.” And if that were aot open- 
ed to the entitative at, would #& way to this evil have been 
- Again, 44 immediate pdeterminative hand in thoſe afts, 
whereunto ſin is neceſſarily «PPendent , _ be demonſtrated 
from 2 Sam, 24. 1. <And £4 the anger of the 
wainft Ifrath, and be mover David 4a them, to oy » Go number 
Iael and Fudah, Here it is exprellely ſaid , that God moved Da- 
vid to number the people. ND"), and be moved of exriced, 5.7. effi- 
Gcioully determined and applied his wil to the fubſtrate mater of 
this command to yamber the 7" Hence Stranyins, 540% 
anſwers,” (2) That the He here muſt be meant of Satan , who is ſaid, 
rChron. 27, 1. to fir up David to mmber the people d 


1 he 
 Gites for this Comment Jun with others. Butalas! whatpoor 
L 2 ſubter- 


e Lord was kindled 2 Sam. 24-T+ 


F ak 


x Sagn. 26. 19. 


David's #wmbering the people how bom God. Book 
ſubferfuges wil men flie unto to avoid the force and evidence gf 
Divine light ? Doth not Grammatic conſtruCtion, as wel as the 
mind of the words utterly reject ſuch a gloſſe? The Particle 
here is not a diſtinft Pronoun, as our Engliſh Verſion reads it, by 
included in the Verbe ND? which is by the Copulative 1. joined to 
the former part,/and the anger of the Lord was kindled : fo that if 
the /paſlive, was/kindled, belongs to the Lords anger, then alſo myſt 
what follows / and he moved. Neither is this ſenſe aliene from 
other Scriptufes: for 1 Sam. 26. 19. David ſaith, That God bu 
ſtirred up Saul againſt him, .e, efficaciouſly moved him to the enti. 
tative aCt of perſecuting' David. Thence (2) Strangius fearing 
the ruinons. downfal of this refuge flies to another , thus: But | 
we follow the commun interpretation , it appears, that the ſame fall 
aſcribed to God and Satan ;, and therefore is muſt be on a different « 
count : and bere alſo the varietie im the end and mode makes the wnſpnee. 
ted Fuſtice of God to ſhine forth, and the malice of. Satan and pravite 
of -man ta diſcover itſelf. For [1”] the aftion of numbering the peojl 
was not in itſelf evil, [2] Divines diſtinguiſh between tentation of 
probation and ſediftion. [3]: Here the ſane things concur -whic 
were before exylicated of the ſame ſenſe, whereby God u ſaid to inclin 
#0 evil, namely f:- permiſſion and laxation of the reins to Satan, the 6 
lation of occaſions -y4 jrritaments , impedrments being removed, aul 
the-ſuſpenſion of Div» Gr ace : which things concurring with the prs 
*rze of nature, ſin neseÞarily follows 
(t) We grant, that tie me fact is aſcribed to God and Satan 
on AMÞrent accounts : Gu put the thought entitatively conſide- 
red into Davids heart, but atan ſtirred up his heart to the aCt of 
numbering whe people ; God » judgement. gave over David to 
this ſin, that it ſhould be at this *mne when God was angry witi 
Iſrael : Fhere is a = provideee of God even in the ebulli 
tions of luſts in the hearts of his ow people. - Thus alſo in the 
wicked ; who put that thought of miwger confidered materially 
into.the heart of Eſau, When father > dead I wil ſlay my brothes 
Faceb ? Was it not from God? Whence -ame that motion into 
the heart of Zudes to betray Chriſt; with al fie circumſtances ma 
terially conſidered referring thereto ? were they not from God? 
Thus here, God put the entitative thought of mymbering the peo- 
ple into the heart of David, albeit Satan ſtirred it up and God 
wasthe Orderer,albeit Satan theAbettor and in ſome ſenſe theAv 
thor of it: for Gad is only the prime phyſic cauſe of the natural 
entitie, 
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Several Texts examined. EF. 


entitie , but Satan the moral: cauſe or Author of the vitioſitie: 
again, the concurſe of God to the natural entitative act is imme- 
diate, efficacious, and predeterminative, but Satans concurſe only 
mediate, obje Rive, and ſuaſive, though with more or leſſe degrees 
of moral efficacitie, as-Epb. 2.2. Again, (2). we grant, that the 


different ends and modes of operating make Gods unſpotted . 


Juſtice and mans pravitie to ſhine forth. (3) We are glad, that 
Strangius wil grant, the attion of numbering the people not to be 
in #tſelf evil, Whence, by a paritie of reaſon, we argue, That 
no action, though never ſo intrinſecally evil, is in itſelf, 5.e, as 
conſidered 1n its _ entitative aCt , and according to its ſub- 
ſtrate mater , ſinful : for certainly if Davids numbering the peo- 
ple, which was a ſin attended with ſo much, pride, vain-glorie, and 
confidence in an arme of fleſh, with other aggravations, which 
ſo greatly provoked God, were not in itſelf evil, no other fin con- 
ſidered in its mere entitative and phylic act is ſuch.. Yea, Jas yet 
ſe no reaſon why this ſin of David conſidered in its individual 
circumſtances and moral relation to its object and principes, may 
not be eſtimed a ſin intrinſecally evil, as wel as Shime/'s curſing 
David. But (4) Stranginss ſummary concluſion , That Gods 
concurſe to Davids ſin was only an idle permiſſion, laxation of the reins 
to Satan, and oblation of occaſions, with Juſpenſran of Dwvine Grace, 
is- very contradictory both to the letter and mind of the Text, 
which faith poſitively, that God moved, or excited, and ſtirred wp the 
mind of David,not morally, but phyſicly,to the entitative aCt of num- 
bering the people. Certainly, when the Scripture ſpeakes ſo ca- 
tegoricly and poſitively of Gods moving the wil to its a8, to reſtrain 


ſuch moving influences and cauſalitie, only to mere idle permiſſion, 


or objettive oblation of occaſions , Or negative ſuſpenſions of Divine 
Grace, what is this but to make the Scripture contradictory to it- 
ſelf, or affirmation and negation applicable to. the ſame words ? 
How: eaſily. might an Atheilt hence take advantage to elude al 
Scripture ! ; | 

But to paſſe onto other Texts, that clearly expteſſe Gods im- 
mediate predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate ater of 11n- 
fulafts.. 1 Kings 11,31, the Lord faith, 7 wil rend the kngdome 
ont of the hand of Solomon. $0 verſ. 37. to. Jeroboam, I wil take 
thee and thou ſhalt reigne, &c;  Whence; 1 Kings 12, 15. it's ſaid, 
that the cauſe why Reboboam hearkened not unto the people, was 
from the Lord, that he might performe his. ſaying, &c. So verſ. 24. 


God 


1 King. 11.37, 
37. & 12, I5, 
24» 


\ 


" 8  Seortal Textr,examined thet expreſs Book 
God ſaith expreſſely, The thing [. e. the revolt of Iſrael] i frm 
2 Kings 9. 3.8 me. So of Jeba, God faith, 2 Kings 9. 3. I have anointed the 


that -was in Gods beert. From theſe Texts it's moſt evident, that 
the holy God aſſumes to himſelf the production of ſuch entits 
tive natural afts, which had ſin neceſſarily appendeant to them, 

Now let ns examine what reſponſe Srrangins gives hereto: /, 4, 
-C.4. p.793- rejeCting the anſwer of Bellarmine, ( which to me is 
.as good as his, yea not really different) he anſwers, It & wot ws 
likely but that Jeroboam and Jehv, albeit in taking the Kiiguome they 
ſinned not as to the thing itſelf and|ſubſtance of the aft , becaiiſe in 
ftrulted by Gods command, yet in er of altifg, as they were \pre- 
fane men, they variouſly ſinned by - a own ambition and te. 
praved affettions with the works of God, Thence he concludes, That 
whatever their ſins were, yet the juſtice of God. ſufficiently ares forth 


and people in this works only as inſtruments to execute hu juſt judges/ 
morrts, GC. io / 
eAvſwer. To givea brief replie hereto, it is very evident, that a 

; Strangins hath given us in anſwer to theſe Texts, doth but more 
-confirme-us in the true ſenfe we give of them. For (1) it is ma. 
nifeſt, that Ferobvam and Feb», with the Revolters their Adhe- 
rents, ſinned not only in the mode or manner, but in the very ſub- 

france of their atts : For is not High treaſon againſt a lawful Kin 
an aCt ſinful as to its ſubſtance ? And were not and Abel 
both lawful Kings? Was not Rehoboam Solomons Seri, whom God 
madeKing ? 1t's true, Feroboam and Fehu bad private prophetic 
Inſtruftions and Unions, but yet thaſe gave them no real title 
before the people, but only fecret intimations what God would in 
his providence bring to paſſe. David hat a promiſe of the King- 
dom and alſo Divine Union; and yethe' confefſeth , that God 
_ him no aftual title to the Kingdom in the eyes of men ; but 
e ſtil ownes Sax/as his Soverain King, and the Lords Anointed : 
and ſo ought Jeroboam and Feb their lawful Soverains, til God 
had given them a legal title before men. '(2) But fuppoſe Fere- 
boamand Fehy's fin were only in the menrer , not in the ſubſtance 
of the a&t, yet certain it is, that the peoples ſin, before God. had 
declared his ſoverain wil to them, was high Treaſon, | and fo. fab- 
ſtantially' evil. (3) Yea further , yu that\they al ſinned but 
in the mode, not in the ſubſtance of their afts, yet whether the at 


/ | 


- LO. ZOs . King : and chap. 10. 30. Febx is ſaid to do unto the houſe of Abah ot 


#n the whole of this Adminiſtration , becauſe God uſed both the Kings, 


LIE. I EY Age a einen ME Aa r<©<__a_uwu_x 


fo. AS. 3 6% © a Ca # =. 


6 


< 3 Gods predeterminative Conenyſe, fc. 


eaſe of Divine concurſe and predetermination : For if God con- 
cur to the ſubſtrate mater of aCts modally ſinful, why may he not 
as wel concur to the ſubſtrate mater of acts ſubſtantially ſinful ? 
Do not our Adverſaries hereby, according to their Principes, 
make God the Author of modal fins ? Or, is not the entitative at 
of modal and ſubſtantial ſins the ſame as to kind , namely a real 
phyſic or natural good ? and therefore if God concur to the one, 


why not alſoto the other? Afſuredly, the moſt refined Wits wil 


never find ont a ſufficient diſparitie between ats modally and 
ſubſtantially ſinful, ſo as to allow God an efficacious concurſe to 
the ſubſtrate mater of the one, but not of the other. (4) Stran- 
gius grants in the cloſe, That God uſed both theſe Kings and their 
mutinons Adberents as inſtruments in this works , to execute his juit 
judgements, &©c. Did he ſo indeed ? Did he not then alſo make 
ule of their politic contrivements, ambitioſe wils, and rebellious 
afſetions as inſtruments in this worke? And if ſo, did not God 
alſo move, excite, applie, yea predetermine their wils to the ſub. 


ſtrate mater of their traitorous rebellious deſignes-and exploits ? 


Do not al theſe conſequences hang together in an indiſfoluble 
chain of invict Reaſon ? To cloſe up theſe arguments with that 
of {alvin, Inſtitxt. lib. 1. cap. 18. $.4. pag. 78. * But now how it 
©may be from God, and governed by his fret providence, which 
men wickedly undertake , we have,an illuſtrious document in 
©the EleCtion of King Feroboam ; in which the madneſſe and te- 
© meritie of the people is ſeverely condemned , becauſe they per- 
Gyerted the order eſtabliſhed by God, and perfidioſely departed 
© from the familie of David : and yet we know, that God would 
© have him anointed ; whence in the words of Hoſea, c. 8. 4. there 
— a kind of repugnance ; becauſe God there complains, 
c 


hat that Kingdome was eretted contrary to his wil and knowlege ;, 


«and yet c. 13. 11. he declares, That he gave Feroboam to be King 


© 5; his wrath. How can theſe things agree? Thence he concludes, . 


© We ſee therefore that God , who nilled the perfidie or treacherie, yet, 
( for another end, juſtly willed the defeftion. And if God juſtly wil- 
kd the defeion, he alſo juſtly moved and predetermined them 
to the ſubſtrate mater thereof ; for predetermination anſwers 
adequately to God predefinition or abſolute volition, as Srra 
gins grants. 


be ſubſtantially or modally only ſinful, it comes al to one in this. 


79 


| Weadde to the fore-cited Texts, 1 King. 22. 23. Now there- 1 Kings 22.23;: 
fore | 


- 


Several Texts examined that expreſſe BookIll, 
fore behold, the Lord bath put a-lying ſpirit in the-mouth of al theſe thy, 
Prophets , and the Lord hath ſpoken evil concerning thee. -(1) The 
«Lord hath put, jo9\2, hath given forth, delivered, or put, LXX. 
hath given. IT notes here an efficacions enthuſiaſtic infi 
which of al kinds of predetermination is moſt prevalent andir. 
reſiſtible. (2) Note alſo the ſin, it isa lying ſpirit, which cer. 
tainly denotes an act intrinſecally evil : For 1s it not a {in of the 
firſt magnitude to forge lying Prophecies, and impoſe them on 
-men as the Oracles of God , thereby to delude their ſouls into 
Hel? Such was:the caſe here : and yet, lo! it's ſaid, that this ve. 
.ry ſin was, as to its ſubſtrate mater or entitative a&t, from God; 
can any thing be ſpoken more nakedly and clearly to evinte and 
.demonſtrate the truth of our Hypotheſis ? h 

What. doth Srrangue replic to this? His anſwer we find, bb. 4. 
.Cap. 4. pag.788. We muſt note , that this oration from the Prophet 
Micaiah # parabolic,sn which various things are ſpoken axlgewenalss, 
to 0ur Capacitie ;, andin a Parable althings are not to be cut open tothe 
quick, but that only muſt be regarded, which belongs to the ſcope 7 the 
Parable—— But in that Gel ſaid, verſ. 22. Go forth and do |o, it 
muſt be underſtood of Divine permiſſion : for we uſe the Imperative 
Mode not only mn commanding, but alſo in permitting, or geving licence, 
And albeit there be mention made of a Dvvine precept , yet that is 1 
otherwiſe to be taken, than for the efficacious diretion of God, - ſn 
execution of his juſt judgement, that God delivered Ahab and bis falſe 
Prophets left by God to be deceived by Satan : of which Tradition af- 
terward. 
Ia anſwer hereto, (1) what Srr«ngius means by his parabolic 
Oration is not eaſie to divine. For we know, that al Parables 
conſiſte of two parts, the Propoſition and R gdaition or moral : and 
what is there to be found of theſe in this Text or Contexture? 
But this ſeems moſt like.to Srrangins's deſign, to bring this Text 
to a paxabolic image, thereby to elude its argumentative force; 
for Divines une » That parabolic or ſymbolic Theologie 45 not argu 
mentative , further than the ſcope and mind of the Symbol reach- 
eth. That here is ſomething ſpoken dy8gerenrabd;, or accordi 
to human capacitie I eaſily grant, but this doth not at al inaſe 
date the argument, but rather confirme it. The wiſe God ſpeakes 
according tothe manner of men, #2quiring, examining, and expett- 
51g what the iſſue would be, thereby the more fully to demonſtrate 
tus efficacious predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
of 
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forth and doſo , it can in no ſober ſenſe be underſtood of a mere 
permiſſion. For al permiſſion is either moral or phyſic and natu- 
ral : it cannot be meant of a moral permiſſion , which Serangins 
ſeems to incline unto: for if God had given the lying ſpirit a li- 
cence, or legal permiſſion to deceive, how could he be vindicated 
from being the Author of the ſin? Is not lying a fin intrinſecally 
evil? Should not the holy God then, according to this ſenſe, be 
the Author of a ſin intrinſecally evil? Neither can it be meant of 
a mere ſpeculative phyſic permiſſion , as to the ſabſtrate mater : 
for it's expreſſed in a terme of the moſt aCtive import, the Lord 
hath put, 11). This Divine precept therefore muſt denote an effi- 
cacious real influence , ſuch as predetermined thoſe lying ſpirits 
tothe ſubſtrate mater of their ſin. Yea, (3) is there not ſo much 
included in the laſt clauſe of Srrangwwes replie, wherein he grants, 
This Divine precept to be taken for the efficacious direttion of God, for 
the execution of his juſt judgement ? Now what is Gods efficacious 
direCtion, but a part of his efficacious predeterminative concurſe ? 
And how could God efficacioully direct theſe lying ſpirits in Ababs 
falſe Prophets, but by a predeterminative influence applying their 
minds and wils to the ſubſtrate mater of their falſe prophetic in- 
ſpirations ? 


I ſhal conclude this Head with Rev. 17. 17. where ſpeaking of Rev. 19. 17. 


the rex Hornes, which gave their power to the Beſte, be ſaith, God 
hath put into their hearts to fulfil his wil , and to agree and give their 
kingdome unto the Beſte. That phraſe 3 ©uds Ione vis Tas xag- 
Has, is very emphatic, and notes not the infuſion of any vitiohtie, 
but the efficacious predetermining their wils to the ſubſtrate ma- 
ter or entitative act , and permiſſion of the vitiolitie. *t Soxey 
here exactly anſwers to JI, 1 Kings 22. 23. which the LXX. ren- 
der Tfexe, and here ſignifies, to cauſe the mater effettually to be 
brought about, as the ſame word ſignifies, Ma. 12. 39. & 16. 4. & 
24. 24. Mar. 13.22. A, 2.19. & 14.3. Rom. 15. 5. Rev. 3. 4. 
and elſewhere. Whence it follows: auJoa: F yroulw wn, to ful- 
fil bis wil.. Thunoa here ſignifies, powerfully to effett, or to performe 
with ſingular efficace , in which ſenſe it is uſed alſo Mar. 7. 22. & 
13.58. or to effet with labor and induſtrie , as it's uſed, AF, g. 39. 
& 19. 24. Heb. 8. 5. yvropn (ignifies properly 4 decree, ſentence, or 
confirmed purpoſe ; ſo here.” So that the mind of this Text ſeems 


purpoſe, 


Several Texts examined that expreſſe Book it. © 
purpoſe , that the Adherents of Antichriſt ſhonld give up their 
Power and Kingdome to him ; and thence he , by an efficaciony 
concurſe, predetermined their wils to the ſubſtrate mater ofthole 
aCts, whereunto fin was annexed, for the glorifying of his Juſti 
on Antichriſt, and his power and mercie towards his afftit 
Churches. 

Now let us examine the ſubterfuges men ſhelter themfelyey 
under, to avoid the force of this Text. A reverend Divine of 
name among, vs replies thus: ©(x) He that readeth Dr. Han. 
* mods Expolition applying this to Alaricus ſacking Rome , with 
© the effefts, wil ſee that the very ſubjett is ſo dubious and dark, ag 
© not fit to found ſuch a Doftrine on. (2) It was the effe& of 
© ſin that God willed, and not the fin. (3) He is not aid to put _ 
© the ſin into their hearts, — but only ro do bis pleaſure, and agres 
© ro give up, &c. which he could molt eaſily do by putting many 
©o00d and lawful thoughts into their hearts, whictr with their 
© own fins, would have that effet , which he willed : if a thief 
© have a wil torob, God may put it into his heart to go ſuch or 
©ſuch a way , where a wicked man to be puniſhed wil be in his 
©way. Thus that reverend Divine, 

In anſwer hereto we ſay, That whatever mens Comments may 
be, yet certainly the ſubjcCt is not ſo dark , but carries evidence 
enough with it, that it can be meant of no other than of the ten 
hornes, which give up their Kingdome to the Antichriſtian Beſte, 
(2) Whereas he ſaith, 1 was the effetF of their ſin that God willed, 
and not the ſin, this ſeems contradictory to the very letter as wel as 

to the mind of the words: for it's ſaid, [17] God hath put it into 
their hearts, i.e. not only the cfieft, but the very material entita- 
tive att, Then [2] ro fulfil his wil, 1,e, his decree, ſO yydun here 
muſt note. Now God decreed the very act , and not only the ef 
fe&t; and therefore his predetermining concurſe muſt alfo reach 
the very aCt : according to that great theologic Axiome allowed 
by Strangins. and others., That predetermination neceſſarily follows 
predefinition , or Gods abſolute Decree. Yea [37 it's faid » That 

God put into their hearts , not only to fulfil his wil , but alſo to agree 

and give their Kingdome to the Bejte. To agree, notiga ular yroulw, 

unanmouſly to make one Edid or Decree , and that at a Council table. 

Which clearly denotes a deliberate, firme, unanimous conſent of 

giving up their power to the Beſte. And doth not this clearly 

ſpeak the aft of their ſin, as welas the effeft? And is not this att 
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as to its entitative mater, ſaid to be put into their hearts by God ? 
Somuch alſo the next Verbe #&yar umportes, namely their delibe- 
rate free donation of their power, wherein the formalitie of their 
fin lies : and yet this very act, as to its ſubſtrate mater, is ſaid ts 
be from God, Whence (3) whereas he faith, God 5s not ſaid ro 
u#t the yy into their hearts, — but only to do his pleaſure and apree, 
&c, I eaſily grant, [1] That God did not put the fin formally 
conſidered into their heart; for God temtes no one to ſin; but yet 
he put the material entitative act of the ſin into their heart. For 
wherein lay the malignitie of their ſin, but in this, that they una- 
nimouſly and peremtorily agreed or decreed to give up their 
wer to the Belte ? And 1s not this very a&t, entitatively conſi- 
dered, ſaid to be put into them by God? And was it not alſo 
Gods pleaſure or ſtated Decree, that they ſhould thus agree ? &+c. 
And pb whereas he ſaith, God could make them do his pleaſure 
moſt eaſily, by putting many good and _— thoughts into their hearts, 
&c. is not thisa very flender evaſion ? what the leaſt mention is 
there of any ſuch thing in the Text ? Yea, is it not expreſſely ſaid, 


| That God put into their hearts to agree, &c? And did not the poi- 


ſon of their ſin lie in this maligne bloudy agreement? Albeit the 
holy God be ſufficiently vindicated from the leaſt imputation of 
any hand in this conſpiracie, in that he decreed and produced on- 
ly the entitative a&t, not the vitioſitie, [3] His inſtance or 
ſimilitude from the Thief that hath a wil to rob, &c. is extreme 
lame and nothing to the purpoſe; for it's evidently ſaid in the 
Text, that God not only concurred to the externe acts and effects, 
but that he put it into their hearts to agree, 6c, $0 that the very 
wil and conſent, entitatively conſidered, was from God. 

Let us now examine what Strang replies to this, who hb. 4. 
cap. 10. pag. 855. acknowlegeth this Text Rev. 17, 17. to be meant 
of the ten hornes gvving their power to the Beſte ;, but yet ſo as that 
if we underſtand the words '(1) of Gods putting « into their mind 
ro agree, &c. then the ſenſe muſt be-no other than, 2 Theſ.'2. 
© 11, Rom. 1.28, and like places, which ſpeak of Gods delivering 
©men upto a reprobate mind , and ſending the efficace of error, 
<that they might ſerve Antichriſt, And here the diſtintion 
* muſt always concur, when in the ſame aCtion ſin and puniſhment 
© concur, that not mens ſins, but Gods judgements-and puniſh- 
© ments muſt be aſcribed toGod. In this ſenſe God'is faid rs 


* excite, impel, and incline to ſin. Betfore we paſſe on to Strangins's 
M 2 | ſecond 
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ſecond anſwer , let us a little examine this. [11] He grants, 
that God judicially may and doth concur to fin, yea excite, impel, 
and sncline men to is, And doth not this fully overthrow his own 
Hypotheſis and confirme ours ? For if God in judgement mel, 
excite, and sncline men to one ſin, as a puniſhmenzx/of another, ig 
he not then as much the Author of ſin in this way , as in ours? 
[2] How doth God judicially pfniſh one fin by another, but, tg 
uſe his own words, by delivering ſuch up to A reprobate mind and 
the cfficace of error ? And if ſo, then muſt not the ſubſtrate aft 
of ſuch judicial dereliftion be from God ? Of this hereafter, 
g.6. | 

But (2) I paſſe on to his ſecond anſwer, whereon he ſeems to 
lay the moſt weight, though indeed molt feeble: © But, faith he, 
© becauſe thoſe words, Rev. 17. 17. are immediately ſubjoined to 
Cverſ. 16. and are connected therewith by the rational: Particle 
«ye, Which points. out the reaſon of that which next follows, 
© namely , that thoſe ten Kings. having changed their opinion, 
© ſhould deſtroy the Whore and Antichriſt , it ſeems to me more 
© commodious, if in that verf, 17. there be a reaſon given of this 
© famoſe change, that they who were before the friends and vaſ- 
<fals.of Antichriſt, ſhould be afterwards enemies and adverſaries 
©to him-, namely, becauſe God hath put this into their heart. 
© And the firſt words of verſ. 17. ſufficiently accord to this Expc- 
Eition— But what is ſubjoined , That they might give their 
© Kingdome to the Beſte, until. the word of God ſhould be conſummate, 
©1 ſhould think ought to be expoundcd: negatively, &c. Thus 

Strangius. | | 
A {trange comment indetd ! let us a little inquire into it. 
(1) How infirm. is his argument from the rational particle ya, 
to-make what follows, the fulfilling of Gods wil, to refer only to 
the deſtroying of Antichriſt ? whereas the particle yay ſeems 
rather. to refer to the whole: verſe, and more particularly to the 
laſt clauſe, until the Word:of Gadiſhal be fulfilled; and ſo it notes, 
that God put it into their-hearts to fulfil his Wil, [1] In agreeing to 
give their Kingdom to the Beſte, and [ 2], When the words of 
God were fulfilled, 1. e. Antichriſts reign expired, then 20 hate the. 
Whore, &c. And this makes the whole contexture of the words. 
natural and- evident. So that». 17. is not only a- reaſon of the 
change, mentioned's, 16. but alſo an account of the whole ſeries 
of their-aCtions both whileg/friends to, and enemics againſt an 
chriſt, 


Several Texts examined that expreſſe Book It; 
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chriſt. (2) As for what is ſubjoined v. 17. That they might give 
their Kingdome to the Beſte, | cannot but admire with what ſha- 
dow of reaſon Strangins can underſtand this negatively, as if they 
ſhould not give their Kingdom to the Beſte : certainly if ſuch 
ploſſes ſhould be admitted, we might eaſily find in Scripture ſub- 
terfuges for the worſt Herefies and Immoralities? Why may 
not the moſt profane debauched wretch, when he is preſſed with 
thoſe Commands, Thou ſhalt rot commit adulterie, Thou ſhalt not 
kill, &c, replie, that theſe Scriptures mult not be taken negative- 
ly but affirmatively, Thou ſhalt commit adulterie, &c? But Stran- 
gius ſaw ful wel, that the affirmative ſenſe of thoſe words, That 
they might give thew Kingdome to the Beſte, would quite ſubvert his 
forced ſenſe of the foregoing words, and therefore he ſaw no way 
left, but to ſecure himſelf by reducing this later affirmative clauſe 
to a negative, though contrary to the expreſle letter and mind of 
the words, But (3) being after al his gloſſes nſible of the infir- 
mitie and invaliditie of this reſponſe, he p. 856. flies agai to his 
old refuge, telling us, © That if any ſhal think this expoſition of 
©the laſt member not ſufficient, but that beyond it there muſt 
© be alſo ſignified, that God did put it into their hearts to give their 
© Kinodome to the Beſte, | have no mind to contend about this 
© mater, ſithat the ſenſe is ſufficiently ſane, which ever way the 
© words be underſtood, [In evil works God is not the cauſe of the 
* moral evil, but of the ſubſtrate act and puniſhment, or Judge- 
*ment which 1s anneCted to the ſin; but in good works, not only. 
© of the ſubſtrate aCt, but alſo of the moral Bonitie, &c. Who. 
of us denies this.? would our Adverfaries but ſtick here, how 
ſoon would our Controverſie be ended? But here lies the ſting, 
even in this plauſible conceſſion, Strang with the reſt would 
fain perſwade us, that there are ſome acts of ſin fo intrinſecally. 
evil, as' that you cannot. ſeparate the phyſic natural a&t from its: 


moral Vitiolitie. 


$. 5. We deſcend now to ſuch Scriptures as mention Gods Gods efficacions 
efficacious Permiſſion of ſin. The former Heads regard only the ©2/ror of 
ſubſtrate mater Or entitatrve at}. of ſin, but this ſin in its formal **** 


natwe, Our Adverſaries, the Pelagians, Feſuites, Arminians and 
Semi. Arminians or New Methodiſts, al grant Gods permiſſion of. 
Sin, but only ſuch as is orzoſe, ſpeculative, negatiue and naked, with- 
outany efficacious active Influence for the production of its en- 


titative act, or direction of it to its proper ends : But the facred. 
_ Scriptures 
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Scriptures aſcribe to God a poſitive, efficaciow, direftive, an wg 
native permiſſion of {in, ariling trom his politive abſolure yg 
c Sam, 2-25, tion to permit it, So it's ſaid of Els Sons, 1 Sam, 2. 25, Thy 
hearkened not to the voice of their father, becauſe the Lord would hy 
them. The conjunction 'J here is Cauſel, and reſolves their 
into the efficacious permiſſive Wil of God: The Soverain Lord 
had, by an abſolute peremtorie decree, predetermined to 
the Sons of El; to this fin of Diſobedience both againlt their j, 
ther and* God, which ſhould prove the cauſe of their tem 
.andeternalruine;z”and thence it's ſaid, they hearkened not, becaa 
the Lord would ſlay them: the wil of God was not properly thy 
cauſe of their {in or ſlaughter, yet their fin was a conſequent of 
Gods Wil efficaciouſly permitting it to be. I am not ignorant, 
that ſome of late have endeavored to give the cauſal particle y 
a more ſoft, as they phraſe it, Verſion , and among theſe ſome 
make it- concluſive, and fo render it ideo, idcirco, quapropter: 
others gender it quamvis, as Turnovime , others otherwiſe: But 
certainly our Engliſh Verſion, which renders it ca:ſally, bec 
ſeems much more agrecable to the mind of the Words and al 
ancient Verſions : So the LXX. who render the words thus, ty 
BPrabunr@ 5fiagre x 1npIdegs evTis, becauſe the Lord in willing 
willed to deſtroy them. / In willing willed, 1. e. according to the He. 
braic Idiome, bu orily, efficaciouſly , inmut ablely and abſolw 
willed, Thus alſo the ancient Syriac and Arabic Verſions, al 
ſome later, Munſter, Pagmine, Arias Montanu, Funins and Tre 
melina, Ofiander, Piſcator, Malvenda, with the Tigarine and Belge 


| according to our ſenſe and interpretament, ; 

Let us examine now what Strangins returns in anſwer to this 
Text, lb. 4.. cap. 6. paz. 809, &c. He anſwers, (1) That the ſons 
of Eli were , for their flagitioſe impietics , deſtined and devoted by 
God to ruine. (2) That the puniſhment of death here mentioned, 
ſeems properly and airettly to be underſtood of temporal, not eternal. 
(3) That however it be, as it is manifeſt, that ſin precedes danma- 
tion and the inflilting of fanimens, Jo «ts neceſſary that the preſes 
ence of every ſin be preſuppoſed in the eternal —_— God, of damn- 
ing and inflitting puniſhment, whether tempor al or eternal. (4) That 
the particls Quia Becauſe, here uſed, doth not alwayes denate a proper 

_— but areaſon of conſequence, which may be _ from the effel, 
' and other arguments beſides the cauſe, &C. 
1 Strangua 
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Verſions; yea Caſtalio not excepted, render 9) cauſally, becauſe, 
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Sar; Coed: /fſkcacionr Perniffien of Six, 
| ws here raiſkti a great deal of duſt, to blind our eyes 
from b<holding the Meridian light of this Text; but to anſwer 
briefly: (1) We ſay, that his firſt anſwer ſmells too rankly of 
felagianiime, in that it makes the ſins of men the cauſe of the 
Diviae Wil : The Sons of £1; were net for their flagitioſe Impizties 


DE 


wo dftined by God ro raine, as if their flagitioſe Impieties were cauſa. 
Loo & ve of and influential on Divine deſtination; but the Soverain 
ew | God deſtined, by anabſolute decree, to leave them to thoſe fla- 
rf N gitioſe ſins, and for them? to deſtroy them. What are the dan- 
od rous conſequents of ſuch a conditional Reprobation, we intend 
a more fully to ſhew hereafter, c.5 F. 3. (2) That the Death 
the here intended and inflicted was only temporal, is too crude a no- 
to © tion for a Divine inſt:uted in the knowlege of divine wrath : 
ne, Yea, Strangins confeſſeth , that they merited eternal wrath; and 
1 bow then could they be excmted from it, who had rejefted the 
me Merits of their Meſſias ? (3) What he addes, touching the 
oy preſcience of every {in to be p:eſuppoſed in Gods eternal purpoſe 
at of damning men, has a tincture alſoof rank Pelagianiſme : for 

if the preſcience or previſion of aCtual ſins, yea of final Impeni- 
b tence, be that which moves the divine Wil to decree the Dam. 
. nation. of men, then it wil, by a paritie of reaſon, neceſlarily 
! flow, that the preſcience or previſion of mens Faith and final 
: Perſeverance is that which moves the divine Wil to ele men : 

for if Reprobation be conditional, Eleftion muſt be ſo alſo, as 
* oor Divines on Scripture-reafon .ſtrongly demonſtrate. Dave- 


nant in his Animadverſ. againſt Hoard, invittly proves, p. 226. 
and elſewhere, That Decrees purely conditional are very much un- 
bectving the Divine Wil. But of tiiis more in what tollows, c. 

"B 5.4.3. (4) Asfor the Particle Quia, Becauſe, [[1] We grant, 
that 'it doth not alwayes denote a proper Cauſe, but areaſon of Conſe- 
ence, and that taken ſometimes from the effet, But, [2] that 

it canaot denote a reaſon of Conſequence taken from the Effect 
in this Text, is moſt evident; becauſe Gods Wil to ſlay them 
was not the effe@t of their diſobedience, but their diſobedience 
was the conſequent of Gods wil to ſlay them. | 3] Take notice, 
that we do not ſay, that Gods wil was the caule of their diſobe- 

' dience or ruine, but only that the later was the conſequent of 
the former : God in his moſt ſoverain wiſe and efficacious pur- 
decreed to leave the ſons of El to ſuch flagitioſe fins, as 


d prove the cauſe of their ruine, both-temporal and eternal : 
| | and 
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miſphere. | 
Again, Gods efficacious permiſſive wil about ſin may he e. 
Job 12. 15,17. Monſtrated from Fob 12.16. The deceiver. and deceived are hi; 
h. e, Juſto ju- "LUA) 2” 17, His or unto him is the deceiver and the deceiy 
dicio permitrit i. e. he doth in juſt judgement permit men to deceive and to he 
| errare & ſe- deceived, as Vatablus on this Text. Which Mercer thus more 
duct, Vatablw. fylly explicates: * I underſtand this not only of falſe Worſhip, 
: © butalſo of al errors that are committed every where; although 
© more ſpeciallly in Polities and Cities to be governed, where 
<God ſtirs up ſome who draw others info error, that they might 
_ © follow their fallacious counſel, and enter on a pernicioſe courſe 
©for their own dammage.——. God therefore impels and drany 
© ſome into error : not that the Lord is the Author of Error o 
© Sin; but that their ſin and defection from God leads them there. 
©to, God not-only merely permitting, but alſo ordaining, &c. 
Whence it's added, v. 17. He leadeth counſellers away ſpoiled, and 
maketh the Fudees fools;, ſpoiled, Pw, i. ce. of their wiſdom and 
counſel, as it follows. So it's taken, Pſal. 76. 6. The valiant ar: 
ſpoiled of their heart, 1.e, deprived of their courage. And makgh 
the Fudges fools, TN, infatuat, or ad inſaniaw# adigit, as Mercer, 
He infatuates them. Again, v. 20. He remaveth away the ſpeech 
of the truſty, and taketh away the underſt andjng of the aged. S2yy, 
the Fudgement, Diſcretion, Counſel, Prudence, Senſe : Hebr. the ſe 
vor Or experimental taſk. SO v. 24. He taketh away the heart of th 
chief of the People of the earth, and cauſeth them to wander in aWi 
derneſſe where there is no way. The like Dent. 28. 28. and Eſa, 1g 
II, 12, 13, 14. 

Now let us ſee what anſwer Strangine, L. 4. c. 9. p. 836. gives 
hereto : *© It -muſt be obſerved, ſaith he, that Fob in this Chapter 
*doth in an illuſtrious manner diſcourſe of Gods Providenceſ 
© ordering things, that nothing comes to paſs caſually or fortui 
*touſly, nothing without his deſtinated counſel, thar nothing i 
© done but what he wil:, either by permgting that it be done, or 
* doing of it, as Auguſt. Enchirid. c. gg. lo that 
*and procure whatever things are good, andAlſo wiſely fore. 
© knowing the future event, doth permit ſins, which he direQts 
*to good ends ordained by him.— Deſervedly therefore Job 
*among other things obſerves, that it is from Divine Providen 


and hereupon their ſin and ruine- followed, as Darkneſſe i 
the conſequent of the Suns retirement into the inferior He. 


Aa 
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ap:3. | Gods efficaciow Permiſſion of $in. 


| «that ſome erre, and draw others intoerror ; and that both as to 


« maters of Religion , and in other maters of this life ; not that 
6;s he the Author of ſeduction and errors , but becauſe God, for 
«the contemt and abuſe of his light, delivers them deſtitute there- 
©of .into.a mind void of judgement , and preſenting objets and 
«occaſions, opens a way, wherein they wander, &#c, 

Though this Paraphraſe be far ſhort of the mind of the Text, 
et there is enough in it to confirme our Hypotheſis, and ſubvert 
is own Antitheſls. For (1) he grants, That nothing happens ca- 

ſually, without Gods deſtinated counſel, accordins to that of Augultin, 
That nothing 1 done but what God wils, &c. Now certainly Gods 
deſtinated counſel or determined wil is moſt efficacious and irre- 
ſiſtible : ſo-that if the permiſſion of ſin be from Gods deſtinated 
counſel, it muſt be alſo determined by his efficacious wil. (2) He 
grants, that God wiſely foreknows al future events, even the ſins 
of men : and bowthis can be without the efficacious predetermi- 
ation of hisown wil to permit the ſame, neither Strangins him- 
ſelf, nor any of his ſeftators, could ever yet make out. (3) He 
grants alſo, That God direds thoſe aberrations and ſins to good ends 
appointed by him, And how can God direCt the immanent aberra- 
tions of the mind, but by an efficacious predetermination of the 
ſubſtrate aCts, and permiſſion of the vitioſitie? (4) He yet fur- 
ther grants, That God delivers them unto a mind void of judgement : 
and what do we ſay more ? Doth not this evidently denote an 
ative efficacious permiſſion of ſin.? But then (5) his laſt clauſe, 
preſenting objefts and occaſions, &c. overthrows al his former con- 
cellions : for the wiſe God doth not only preſent objects and oc- 
caſiqns, and thereby open a way to mens infatuation , but he alſo 
predetermines the mind-to the entitative act, and efficaciouſly 
permits the vitiolitie, without the leaſt finger in the ſin. 
There are other Scriptures which demonſtratively prove Gods 


efficacious permiſſion of ſin ; as Eſa. 63. 17.0 Lord, why haſt thou Eq. 63. 17. 


made 4 erre from thy ways , and hardened our hearts from thy fear ? 
Str angins, pag. $39. grants, that the Verbe in both Members be- 
ing in Hiphil oft notes a double attion , as when we ſay , That one 
makes another to do a thing ; though he pretends, that ſometimes it 
only notes a permsſſion of the ation. But it iscertain , that it can- 
not here denote a mere naked permiſſion, but ſuch as procedes 
from the efficacious wil of God. The like Fer. 20. 7.' O Lord, thou 
haſt deceived me and 1 was — hereto anſwers, Ezech. 14.9. 
And 


Gods judicial 
hardening Sin- 
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Pal. 81, 12, 


Pak 69. 22+ 


God) judicial berdeving Sinners. = BookWt 
eAnd if the Prophet be deceived when he hath ſPoken 4 thing, Tithe 
Lord have Pan that Prophet, Which Texts ſpeak 2. 
more than a mere idle ſpeculative permiſſion, namely ſuch as re. 
—_ from the _ caciqus, my and ordinative wil of 
» as Strangins, lib. 4. cap. g. pap. -- 844. grants. What 

this >rmiſlion of Godis, ob deg far it ——_— what fol. 
lows, Chap. 5. $.6. | 

$. 6. Let us. now paſſe on to ſuch Scriptures as mention Gady 
tradition or goving up ſome to judicial. excecation. and induration or 
bardneſſs. of - which wil give a more evident demonſtration 
of Gods efficacious predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater or entitative act of ſin. Not to-inſilte on Gods hardeni 
Pharaohs heart, Exod. 4. 21. which has been already ſolidly 


 demonſtratively explicated by a judicious Divine, 1N his Letees 


a Friend, &C. ____ 30. I ſhal begin with Pal: $1. 12. &] 
ave them up to their own hearts luſts , or to the hardneſſe of their om 
arts, as Kinki. Hebr. 239 MYvOA WINTER), 41d | ſon 
them away in the depraved'cogitation of their heart. LXX'; tender 
it, Dext. 29, 19, Saeadrery, and Fer. 3. 17. whuuiuale. Whenct 
_— ren _y walked in their own a_ CIVIL, w 
r own depraved imaginations. It's jult with God to give up men 
to that ſpirit of hardneſſe which they aff>&t : his way of harden 
* is myſterious and inviſible : he-delivers finners up to the bent 
their own luſts, and then lets them enjoy what they luſt after: 
when men adde agquired hardneſſe tonarmal, God juſtly inflidty 
on them judicial hardneſſe.. And oh!: how-righteous is it-with 
God judicially to harden ſuch as ſinfully-, yea voluntarily harden 
themſelves.! And then the heart which is an Adamant to 
God and things ſpiritual, is as wax towards ſin and Satans te 
tions. And what is the effect of this judicial hardneſſe, but to 
ſeal up ſinners from the: darkneſſe- of mind to the darkneſſe of 
Hel? Thus God, albeit he be nat the Author of ſin, yet is the Or- 
_ of it, and the cauſe of the ſubſtrate a& unto which ſin is a 
nexed, 

The like Pſal. 69. 22. Let their eyes be darkened that they ſre net, 
and makg their loins continually to ſhake. ' Let their eyes (i.e. theit 
minds] be darkened. )JONN, be made ſo obſcure and dark., as that 
they may not ſee their way : let al true wifdome be taken from 
them, and makg their loins continually to ſhake : 4. e. take fromthent 
al force, vigor and abilitie of ating as they ought ;, let them 
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fngpet and reel like to a drunken man. The ſhaking of the 
loins argues imbecillitie and want of force, which is chiefly ſeated 
in the Joins. Thus he procedes, and then werſe. 14. brings Divine 
wrath to a black conchuſion : Adde imiquitie to their iniqunie , *&c. 
SN W 1p 7977, which implies , that God addes the puniſh- 
ment of judicial hardnelſe tothe iniquitie of their voluntary ac- 

ired hardneſſe. We find this piece of judicial hardneſſe cited 


by Panl, Rom. 11. 10. Let therr eyes be darkened that they may rot Rom. 11. 10+ 


ſee, and bow down their back, alway. The Heb. yb51 is here ren- 
dred by Paul evyxaysor, bow down ;, the ſenſe being the fame; for 
the bowing down of the back argues the defett of ſtrength in the 


To theſe Texts we May adde, Eſa. 6. 10. Make the heart of this Eq. 6. 10. 


+ ſat : A? JOWN 1ake the heart fat, or yroffe, 3. ec, ſtupid and 
Le for the fat of animals has ins ek. It alludes to 
the heart in the animate bodie overgrowen and oppreſſed with 
ft. Theſe words ate fix times repeted in the N.T. Whence it 
follows: and ſhut their eyes. P&N, which is rendred by ſome, 
then, or makg them dim ;, by others, danbthem, as with plaiſter, or 


.@ther like mater : by others, cloſe rbem : al which notes the effica- 


tie of error and blindneſſe, that follows on judicial hardneſſe. 


- The like curſe we find , Eſe, 29. 10. For the Lord hath poleyed gc, 20, 10. 


ont #pon you the fpirit of dery ſleep, and hath clofed your eyes. LN. 
tre anion vals xhe@- wittual: xearardfins. The Heb. not 
i rendred by Aqnila ,and by Theodotion ned ove;, which 
AF. 10, 11, notes a d+ or ecftafie : and the radix NN ſig- 
hifics ro overwhelme with deep fleep;, and it's refdred warardors, 
'Da#. 10. 9. So that by rhe fire Of-deep ſteep, inſt be under. 
ſtood rp ronyy Ln as leaves men without af ſenſe, The 
alluſion is to fome ſoporsferons Fupiyig wine, or potzon, or medicine, 
which, being given to a man, or ſpri on him, caſts him into 
L "ep ſleep. Hence the Prophet uſhers in theſe words with a 
direfol exclamation, verſ. g. Stay yy fetves and wonder--- they are 
o_ en, bp nates the gr bye benertny 

runken with. a ſoporiferous ſtupifying potion. tardive It 
is ot derived from zerardrfay, ro fla AF. 2. 2y. but fforn the 
ancient word zarayie. The fimple yve being put for ye, which 
alſo remains ory, Latins, as #0, nurws, nutare. Thente wits 
and wedfe, which to nod, or ſhake rhe bead, as they are 
wont, 'to ds who have drunk any ſtupifying potion, So that 
& N 2 W145 


92 | 

a1: xararitee; here is ſuch a. fpiritnoſe, ſkupiſys ion as 

veives men RN epeir ſenſes, —_ ple? he , ſta * 
and reel as drunken men. Thence it follows : and hath cloſed 

es. When God judicially pours out a ſpirit of deep ſleep, a» 

00N is the heart ſtupified and made ſenſeleſle ! This. Text is cited 

Rom. 11.8. andexplicated by Paul, Rom. 11. 8. According as it ts written, God 

hath given them the {þirit of ſlumber, on that they ſhould not ſee, Fo 

e ſpirit of ſlumber , notes the 


The firſt part, God hath given them t 


up by God. i 
Efa, 19. 14+ Thus. alſo Eſa. rg. 11--- 14. He begins. ver. 11. Surely the Prin. 
ces of Zoan are fools, &C. ce he procedes to give the reaſon 


of it verſ. 14. The Lord hath mingled a perverſe fpirit in the midſ 
thereof, &C. The Lord hath mingled, TDD, poured out, Or given them 
to drinke. Gods judicial excecation and induration is.here, as elſe. 
where, compared.to a cup of intoxicating liquor , which being 
very ſtrong and heady diſtempers men , and makes them. to reel 
and ſtagger: ſo muck the following phraſe importeth,,5y1y mn, 
4 ſpirit of perverſities. * The Hebrew ward ,. not elſewhere to be 
found inthe O.T. is derived from a Verbe that ſignifies to pervert, 
turne away , Or make crooked : it's here plural of a duplicate 
forme, and notes.al manner of perverſities both extenſive and in- 
tenſive. . They boaſted of their wiſdome, verſ, 11. but God made 
them drunk with a'firit of error. and peruerſities.*, The. Chaldee 
and LXX. render it; with,a of error.or ſeduttion.;, the Latin, 
with a ſpirit of giddineſſe. . The ſenſe is the ſame. $3 
Ba: 44+ 18,19, We may ade 

- underſtaod; far he hath.ſhut their. eyes, that they cannot ſee, and their 
hearts, that. they carnat underſtand, He bath ſhut, Heb. Q. he-has 
daubed ; Shindler renders it, cruſtavit, aut obduxit parietem. God 
did as it were plaiſter their eyes with a ſpirit. of ſlumber : whence 
it follows, ver. 19, and. none conſidereth in his heart, &&c, Thoſe 
profane Idolaters did ſhut their. eyes ,, that they, might not ſee, 
and the righteous God comes and ag it were daubes or plai 
them over, that they ſhal not fe. 


For behold darkneſſe ſhal cover the earth, and groſſe darkneſſe the peo- 
. The Prophet having exhorted the ele(t among the Jews, 
werſ. 1, Ariſe and ſhine, for thy light 5s.come, &C. 5. e. oo Meſlias. 
is.come and. ſhineth on thee. with the glorigſt beams ot Engels 
x ight 3, 
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ſtupor of their minds, unto which they were judicially delivered 
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de hereto, Eſa, 44. 18. They have nat knowen nor 


ſa. 60, 2, This judicial excecation is alfo. lively expreſd , Ep 60/2: 
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light ; in this verſ. 2. he gives us the dreadful curſe of thoſe that 
ſhould wilfully ſhut their eyes = this light. For behold--- thick. 
derkneſſe. Heb. 2271, which ſeems compounded of a word that 
ifies ro drop or deft; , and another that ſignifies a miſt or fog - 
fo that the compound notion here properly notes a miſt or fog 
thick, that it even drops again, ſuch as the Egyptian miſt was, that 
filled the earth with darkneſſe, Exod. 10..22, 23, When men 
wilfully ſhut their eyes againſt Evangelic light, God judicially 
leaves them to wander up and down in the thick miſt of their 
own darkneſſe, ſo that they ſtumble at. noon day. 

Thus God dealt with the Gentiles, even the wiſeſt of them, 
for the abuſe of natures light, as Rom. 1. 28, And even as they did Rom, 1. 28; 
not like to retain God mn their knowlege , God gave them over to a re- | 
probate mind , to do thoſe things that are not convenient. They did 
not approve of or acknowlege God in their praQtic judgements 
or conſciences , and therefore God did not approve of or owne 
their praRtic notions, but delivered them up to a reprobate , fpuri- 
ous, droſſie, vain, adulterine, rejeitaneous mind ; ſo much a/ix:u@- 
notes. A Divine of note among us faith. to this Text , Here 5s 
wothing at al but a penal. deſertion and permiſſion, &c. $o that by 
this Toadition he underſtands only a negation of Grace, and mere 
permiſſion of men to ſin ; but Strangins, lib. 4. Cap. 7. P48. 813, is 
more ingenuous, and grants, that this Tradition mportes ſomethin 
poſitive : though what that poſitive is-he. doth not, neither inde 
can by his pn, explicate.. 

The like Tradition or delivering up to a reprobate mind we 
find foretold touching the Sons of Antichriſt, 2 Theſ. 2. 11. And 2 The. 2. rx;. 
for this cauſe Gad. ſhal ſend them ſtrong deluſion , that they ſhould be: 
beve a lie. When ſecure Profeſſors wil not receive the Fruth in 
the love thereof, that they may be ſaved, it.is juſt with God to 
ſend them ſtrong deluſions , that they ſhould believe a he ;, that they 
micht al be damned, &Cc, as verſ. 12, The fore-mentioned reve- 
rend Divine anſwers to this Text thus: Here is nothing ſomified, 
but (1) That God wil permit. Magiciavs and falſe Teachers to vent 
deceits, (2) And permit wicked men ta believe them : which is men- 
tioned a4 a permitted conſequent , and not as. an end intended by God.. 

And the. word ſending 1s mentioned , becauſe the permiſſion was penal. 
for their ſin, &c.” But this reſponſe is too ſlender and jejyne for. 
d great a Text: For (1) whereas that reverend Divine makes 
mention. of Gods permitting Magicians, &c, this ſavors too _ , 


& 


9s 'The fiſt Conmunts vf Hdoerſariee reſted. Book 
of a Grotian and Cafſandrian ſpirit , which Iprefame , he haswy 
kindneſle for, whereby 41 thoſe prophetic predictions about An. 
tichrift are fixed on Simon Magus, or ſome other falſe Teacher ih 
the Primitive Churches : whereas it is moſt evident, that this 
ſending them ſtrong deluſion is aſcribed immediately to God, aga 
righteous Judge. (2) Neither is this only a mere permitted cop: 
ſequent, as he phrafeth it ; but the terme ſendbng importes aftiny 
cacious imfluence on Gods part that ſends, not on the ſin forma]. 
ly conſidered) but on the ſubſtrate mater, or aCt entitatively con. | 
ſidered. But Srrangins, lib. 4. cap. 10. pag. 853. is here alfo more 
candid, granting, Gods ſending rhe efficace of error, tobe the ſame | 
with Gods pouring out a ſpitit of ſlumber, Eſa. 19. 14. and From 
thinkes , that Pax took his words from Eſa. And pag. 8gy, 
Strangins addes, © That this ſending ſtrong delnfions may be atcn. 
©bed to God, as a puniſhment of their former fin, in not recti. 
* ying the truth in the love thereof: which fufficiently proves on 
Fypongs » That the ſubſtrate mater of fin is from God , as here. 
wr; * t 
The falſe com- But let us a little more fally ine the. ſolrtions 
ments of Advir- which our Adverſaries give to theſe/Texts touching Gods atk 
eſarits reſuted. , cecation and induration, 1, A Divine amon elves, whom 
I love atd honor, thinkes, that thoſe Texts in the O.T, which 
ſpeak of Gods hardening men, &c. might , according to the He. 
brew Idiome, have a ſofter ſenſe ; ſo (as 1 fuppoſe he molt mem) 
.a$ a mere permiſſion is intended thereby. But to anfwer hereto 
in the words of Strangins, bb. 4.cap. g. Ls 839. The Hebraic 
forme is oft in H:phi!, which denotes a double aftion, to make 4 
man to do a thing ;, yea ſometimes this induration is cxpreſel 
Verbes in Pz#e/, of an ative import, as Exod. 4. 21. & g. 12, 
10. 20, 27. & . IO. —m4 4, _ 2. 30. Feſh.11.20, Whence 
; Strangins concludes , That this phraſe of Scripture oft occurring d+ 
par +1 more than a mere naked permiſſion. FI Thongh what thi 
| ſonld be he is at a ge -—# | | 
2. Baronins, Metaphyſ. Seft. 8. Diſþ. 3.5. 99. pag. 159, 160. at 
fers, © That there are four ations 5 God in ration 3 (1) He 
y p- former ſins by permitting men to fal into greater. (2) 
© He offers to them an occaſion of repentance, &c. (3) He give 
©them not. grace to improve the occafion ; when Vis ate aid 
© to be blinded and hardened. ' (4) He offers'to them occaſions 
* of greater ſins, by ſich things as objeRively move then) to ſit, 
But 
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' Butal this, which Barori allows God in judicialexecation and 


laduration, comes far ſhort of what the forecited Seripeures 
mention. . For beſides the mere permiſſion. of Sin, privation of 
Grace, and offering occaſions and. objects, - the Scripture menti. 
ons a Tradition and delivering up to the very att of ſin, yea, Geds 
munediate efficacious hand in the very att of ſin, conſidered entitatively 
3. But we come to Strangaw , who, in his conceſſions goes 
.the former Divines, yet comes ſhort of the genuine mind 

and fpirit of thoſe Texts, which ſpeak of Gods judicial Excecas 
tion and Induration. (1) He grants, (contrary to the ſentiment 
of a reverend Divine among us) that attive excecation is aſcribed 
witoGod. So 1. 4. c.8. ft: $19. Afﬀive excecation, ſaith he, i aſcri- 
hedto God, Satan, and the Sinner himſelf. Satan andthe Sinner in 
that. afHon do greatly ſin, but God attes moſt juſtly. God can as juſtly 
puniſh Sinners with excecation of mind , as he puniſhed Elymas the 
ſorcerer with corporal excecation, ACt. 13,11. (2, Thencep. 822. 
he addes: Herein the whole difficultie lies, that in this attion we 
raghtly. diſtinguiſh that which ts ſin, and the cauſe of ſin, whereof 
God. 1s not the cauſe, from the puniſhment, which God in juſt judge- 
ment inflitts, $0 p. 829. In al vitioſe attion, the attion ſubſtrare to 
the vice, or whatever there is of entitie and poſitrvve therein, muſt be 
reduced to God as the firſt cauſe, who doth concur therewith, as con- 
fodered' ſeparate from the vice or defett annexed thereto; and there- 


fore whatever entitative or poſitive 5 found in any obduration, mm like 


manner it muſt be referred to God, albeit he hath no commerce with 


' the vice of the aftion. This ingenuous conceſſion of Stranzius, 


did he not overthrow it by other poſitions, were ſufficient to 
period our controverſie: for what do, or need we deſire more 
than what he here grants? If whatever be entitative or poſitive in 
obduration be from God, then ſurely the ſubſtrate mater or en- 
titative act of that whereto ſin is annexed, is from God. But 
here lies-the point of our Controverſie with Serangins, he holds 
that there be ſome aCts ſo intrinſecally evil, as that you cannot 
ſeparate the entitative aCt from the ſinful reference it has to its 
objeft. But, (3) Strangin addes, p. 831. That inthe ſame Indu- 
ration- the ſin and puniſhment are conjun#t, &c. This indeed is a 
eat conceſſion, that which overthrows Strangins's Antitheſis ; 
or, if in the ſame At the ſin and puniſhment be conjunct, then 


how .can,God concur to the act as a puniſhment, and not concur 
to 


LA ry 


to thie ſubſtrate mater 'or entitative att which hasſin annexed tg 
it? This Knot the acuteſt of Srrangins's Seftators wil neveryg; 
tie. Again, (4) He! addes, p. 841. That the very Permiſſion of 
God 31 the aft andefett of the wil of God: —— For to wil to perm, 
and adviſedly to permit 1s alſo to uct. What is done by God negative 
5 regard of bus tranſient att, 1s done alſo poſuttvely,” in regard of bue 
interne immanent att, Herein alſo he lays before us a pregnant 
Truth, which is direCtly contradictory to bis own Hy ' 
for, [17 If Gods permiſſive Wil as to'ſin be not only megarne 
but alſo poſitive , then it mult be efficacious. Again, [27 If 
Gods permiſſion of ſin be poſitave and efficacious, then alſo his 
Decree of Reprobation to permit ſin muſt be poſitive and abſo. 
lute, which dire&tly impugneth Srrangow's Opinion. (5) He 
addes, p. 832. That other. attiony alſo concur with Gods Permiſſin, 
becauſe he alſo rules, moderates /and ordains what he permits, and 
concurs to the attions ſubſtrate to the ſin it ſelf. Is it ſo indeed? 
What then do we.contend ſo vehemently for ? what made Stray 
gi write ſuch a voluminous diſcourſe, and oppoſe Rutherford, 
Twifſe, and other Catuiziſts with ſo much violence, when ag here 
he grants whatever they contend for ? But to ſpeak+the truth, 
there yet lies a Snake under the herbe ; albeit Srrangins ſeems to 
- grant ſo liberally Gods efficacious -concurſe to the ſubſtrate att 
of fon, yet indeed, when he comes elſe-where to ſtate this con- 
curſe, he makes it be only a uo, 0 concurſe.tothe a(t conſidet- 


ed in genere, in its generic naturt, not to the individual cular 


Gods Con:urſe to aft as ſo or ſo circumſtantiated. And herein he is followed 


a Divine of Name among\us: wherein lies the ſpirit of al their 


For which #fi- ſolutions and oppoſitions. But how inept and evanid this ſubter. 


fuge-is, wil be very evident, if we conſider the nature of al phy- 
ſic or natural afts. Is not every natural or entitative a&t ;ndiv. 
dual or-ſingular? Are not al natural *ACts the effluxes of ſingu- 
lar S»ppoſites or perſons? and if the ſubject be ſingular, muſt not: 
the Action be alſo ſingular? To talk of a natural ation in genere, 
or ſpecie, what a wild conceit is this, that which al true Logi 
and Philoſophie both new and old contradicts? It's true, human 
acts, as to their, moral conſideration, may be diſtinguiſhed into 
generic, ſpecific, Or individual: but if we conſider human acts in 
their natural entitative Being, ſo there neither is not can be any 
ſuch thing as attio in genere, attion in general; but alare 
and individual. So that if God concur to the act of ſm, it muſt 
| be 
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be to the aft in its individual ſingular nature, not morally 'but 
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fically and entitatively conſidered ; of which more hereafter, 
6.9.1 


+ But to give a diſtin and Theologic Idea of Gods Judicial How God j«- 
Excecation and Induration, with the Vindication of his Sacred _—— 
Majeſtie from being the Author of Sin, the following Diſtio@ti- |; jring the 
ons and Determinations may be of uſe to us. (1) We are to cauſe of ſir. 
diſtinguiſh Gods concurſe in Judicial Indwration or Hardneſſe, 
from that of the Sinner. (2) Gods Concurſe in Judicial Hard- 
neſſe may be conſidered either in regard of his Decree, or in re- 
gard of his Providence and attual execution, (3) Induration 
may be diſtinguiſhed into oral and Natural: or into ſinful 
and penal. Theſe things being premiſſed, the true nature of 
Gods judicial excccation and InCuration wil appear in the foflow- 
ing Propoſitions. 
1, Prop. Gods Decree u not properly the cauſe of mans Hardneſſe 
of heart or Damnation, but ory of the Negation or withdrawment 
of preventing Grace, which God is no way bound to give. The De- 
cree of Reprobation is not the proper efficient or forma! cauſe of 
the Sinners Induration or Condemnation, but his own wilful 
obſtinacie. -This ſufficiently clears the SanRitie and Juſtice of 


God. 

2, Prop. Tet ſuppoſing the Decree of Reprobation, the ſinners In- 
duration or Hardneſſe follows infallibly, and in ſome ſenſe neceſſarily, © 
i, e, by a modal hypothetic neceſſitic, not brutiſh or coaive, 
ſuch as ſhould deſtroy Libertie. The holy God doth not infuſe 
hardneſle, or by any compulſion hurrie men into it, but leaves 
them to the ſwinge of their own luſts, which "violently hurrie 
them into ſuch courſes as neceſſarily harden, This alſo cleareth 
Gods Juſtice from the imputation of ſin, BING 

.3- Prop. Gods Providence in Fudicial excecation and Induration 
Ac efficacious and wuſtrions. (1) God leaves men to ths 
Blandiſhments, Allurements, and Enſparements of an heart-be- 
witching world, which inſenfibly harden; (2) He delivers up 
men to the power of Satan, the God of this world, whoſe ſub- 
jets and vaſllals they willingly become, 2 Cor. 4. 3, 4. and ſo are 
taken alive captive at his mil; 2 Tim. 2. 26.. (3) God ſodifpoſeth 
and orders al his Proviclences, as that they do al accidentally, 
by reaſon of mens lyſts; conſpire to harden them : Mercies be- 

Oo come 


* How @od judicielly berdens men, Bockin, 
come Curſes to them, Row. 11. 9, 10, 11, Yea, (4) The very 
means of Grace, become the means of their hardening, thei 
Food and Phyſic become Poyſon to them, 2 Cor. 2. 16. Eſa, 29, 
12, 13, 14, 15, (5) Chriſt himſelf, the chief Corner-ftone of al. 
vation ny 7" _—_— Pl = PR me offence, Eſa, g. 
14. 4 ftone of ſtumbling, of ſaureng, ſuch as lying in the wa 
- cn may ſmite S ſt. and _ ſtumble and noche 
hurt. It anſwers to exdyfarer, ſcandal in the New Teſtament: 
Thence it: follows, and for-a rock, of offence. Heb. "WD, not x 
bare Stwwbling-ſtone, or bleck,, fuch as a man may make a ſhift to 
avoid or get. over, or if he ſtumble, yet recover himſelf again; 
but he is @ rock, of effence, which nutes, [1] The Offence to be 
inevitable and unavoidable, as the removing/of a rock: [27 The 
xvine to. be certain, as that of a Ship falling/on arock. Whence 
he addes: for a gin and for a ſnare, ſuchas men ſhould neither 
by power, wit, or craft eſcape. Whence it follows, v. 15. Ar 
wany among them ſhal ſtumble and fal, and be broken, and be ſnared, 
and be- taken. The like Rom. 9, 33. (6) God puts a periodto 
the day pf Grace, and leaves men to the plague of their own 
heart, Eſa. 22. 14. Surely this iniquitie ſhal- not be purged from you 
til you die. Hebr. WRO' Cn J/ thu ow be purged. It is the 
conciſe forme of an Oath, frequently uſed in Scripture, as wn; 
5.18, _— God ſweareth, that their iniquitic ſhould not 
ged. So Luke 19.41, 42: Heb. F- 7. (7) Goddoth poſitive- 
,. yea efficaciouſly concur to al that js poſitive, material, enti- 
tative, and natural in judicial hardneſſe, withouy the leaſt hand. 
in the obliquitie or vitiolitie. 
4: Prop. The ſuſpenſion of reſtr aining Grace in Tuditial excecatio 
us ot properly + m——_ of any Grace due to the Creature, but. « 
negation or withdrawment: of undeſerved and abuſed Grace. For the 
clearing whereof we are to conſider, the difference between: 
Man and God in this particular : No meer man may or ought ty 
permit: or deliver up another to fin or hardneſſe, if it be in his. 
Power to hinder: (1) Becauſe al men are under a Law and 
obligation of. ſubjeftion to their *Creator , whereby they are 
obliged to promove his Glorie, and prevent ſin rebellion- 
againſt him.the moſt they can. (2) Be al men are” under 
acoammunion of Natures, and therefore to afford. 
each to.other, ſo far as they may for theit natural —— 
b f hs 
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. But now the ſoverain Creator of man is uader'no Tick 
obligation , and therefore may as he pleaſe diſpoſe of bis own 
grace, or ſuſpend it, ſpecially when abuſed by ſinners. 

. Prop. God doth not delvver up men to judicial hardneſſe ſimply 
# hardneſſe, under that reduplication, but penally , as it conduceth to 
the vindication of his Fuſtice, For the explication and demonſtra- 
tion of this Propoſition we are to remember , that there.is no- 
thing in the world of itſelf, purely, and ſimply evil: for if there 
were any pure and chiefecſt evil in the world , then God, who is 
the chieſeſt good , could not wil it: but the greateſt evil has 
ſomething of good mixed with it ; and this God wils. Thus in 
judicial hardneſſe there is a penal vindictive good , which God 
wils for the illuſtration of his Juſtice. 
| 6, Prop. In judicial hardneſſe, that which 5: morally evil in regard 
of man and bis tranſereſſion, 13 naturally good in regard of God and his 
ovidence. For albeit God doth concur with the ſinner, who is 
deficient as to his dutie, yet God is no way deficient. (1) Al 
moral evil of ſin is only ſuch to him whoſe it is, or to whom it 
doth belong, as the Author thereof , by virtue of ſome Law he 
offends againſt : But now this judicial hardneſſe or fin doth not 
belong.to God as the proper Owner or Author of it, but only to 
the ſinner ; neither doth the holy God offend againſt any Law. 
(2) The ſpecific qualitie of an efiect is not to be aſcribed to the 
univerſal firſt cauſe, but to the ſecond particular cauſe, from 
which it receives ſpecification. (3) The ſinner is only the moral 
cauſe of his own hardneſſe ; becauſe he is tne meritorious cauſe 
thereof, and alſo a voluntary, yea wilful Agent therein. Al his 
hardneſſe is voluntarily contracted, albeit judicially inflicted by 
God : he ſuffers his heart voluntarily to be defloured by ſinful ob« 
xCts: God threatens to ſuſpend his Divine influence, and the ob. 
ſtinate ſinner cries, Content : Satan comes and blinds his eyes, and 
he hugges him for it. So that the whole deficience or moral 
caulaline is on the ſinners not on Gods, The ſinner wants 
Divine influence and is willing , yea glad to want it ; therefore 
his depraved wilis the ſole formal, vital, ſubjettive and moral effi- 
cent caxſe of his own hardneſſe and ſin. 


$. 7. mwofurd _ laſt place to n Scriptures as mention Gods eficaciogs 
Gods efficacions ordering, difpoſing , and diretting the ſins of men unto 974ring mens 
bus.own glorie , Mk hs L—— [nads Foe con- joel b 


curſe and predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater or My" 
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Vitiorum no- 


tamen ordina- 
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Godi efficacious ordering ment fine Book'lit, | 


att thereof. Thus Exod: g. 14, 15, 16. God threatens Phayaob, 
verſ. 14... to ſend al his plagues on his beaxt, i.e. in a way of judicial 
EXCecation and induration.. And why 2 That thou mayſt know 
there 5s none hike me in al. the earth : 5. e. that I may magnifie my 


ſtrorumnoneſt- Vindictive Juſtice and Power on thee. Whence he addes, v,15, 
auttorDeus,ſed For now ] wil ſtretch. out. mine hand, that I may ſmite thee, and thy 


people with peſtilence, and thou: ſhalt be cut off from the earth. It runs 
-in the Hebrew. in the time paſt, Yr TR NNNUW, 1 ſent out mine 
hand, i. e. by the peſtilence or murrain among the beſtes, as v.z, 6, 
and ſo it follows :. and Lhad ſmitten thee, with the ſame peſtilence; 
and thou budſt been cat: off , deſervedly z. but for another cauſe 
(which is mentioned ve. 16.) I have ſpared thee. T his ſeemeth 
the genuine meaning, namely , that God ſpared Pharaoh in this 
plague, thereby to magnihe-his vindiCtive Juſtice and Power the 
More in his final ruine. God let him alone to run on in ful career 
in his way of ſin, yea, concurred to the ſubſtrate mater of al his. 
{ms, and cauſed al his plagues to meet an his heart , in order to. 
his final obduration; thereby to render his vindictive Juſtice more 
illuſtrious in.his ruine. And-ſo verſ. 16. And in very deed for thi 
cauſe have I raiſed thee up, for to ſhew in thee my power, and that 
name maybe declared thorowout al the earth. AMR), in very hel 
or verily : it notes a great aſleyeration , ſuch as with God 
amounts almoſt to an oath. For this. The Apoſtle Panl,. Rom, 
9-17. addes aPronoun of intention , #% auzd qyro, for this v 
ſame, 5. e. cauſe or purpoſe, as the Greeks expound it, for thu bo. 
have. I raiſed thee up. The LXX. render it , thou baſt been preſer- 
ved or kept alive; but Paul more emphaticly, Row. g. 17. fie 
es 0%, I bave made thee ſtand xp, or, haveconſtitured,' or ſet thet 4) 
as 0N.a Theatre before ab the world , to be a veſſel of wrath, a 
an exemple of Divine vengeance... The Syriac renders it thus: 
WD PR, I have made thee to ftand up, which emphaticly paints 
orth Gods abſolute wil ic+ his Reprobation. So-in the Hebrais 
Verbe, PNWayN, 7 have made thee fand up,.as amonument of vin» 
didtive Juſtice. Thismaking to fand up, notes the. conſtitution 
and'being of. a thing , as elſewhere in Scripture : the righteous 
God gave being and conſtitution to-Pharaoh for this very end, to 
magnife the glorie of his vindictive Juſtice on him. $S0.it fol- 
lews : JWRT1 NAyA; for to ſhew, or that I may-ſbew in thee, or 
ſhew thee. But the LXX. adde the Particle-1s : fo Paul, Rom. g. 
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for his own glorie. 


$ration of my power in thee, Hebr. INK; my power, or my force, 
my onripotent ſeveritie. Thence it follows: DU "BD (yo, for 
ro declare, Or tel _ The righteous God ſuffered ' Pharaoh: to 
run on with a vehement impetuolitie in his ſinful rebellion , that 
ſo the world might by Gods vindictive Juſtice in his ruine. 
From al this the Apoſtle ſtrongly demonſtrates our concluſion, 


Roms. g. 18. Therefore God hath mercie on whom he wil , and whom he Rom. g. 18-- 


wil he hardeneth; Obſerve here, (1) the Apoſtle uſhers in this 
inference with the concluſive note, gg by, therefore. He layeth 
the premiſſes in Gods: judicial procedings with Pharaoh for tle 
manifeſtation of his vindiQtive punitive gloric in Pharaohs ruine : 
whence he infers this univerſal concluſion. Therefore God, &c. 
(2) He reſolves Gods hardening men into his abſolute wil or de- 
eree of Reprobation, which he in this regard, makes parallel to- 
his abſolute decree of EleQion: for as God hath-mercie on whom 
be wil, 5.e. according to his abſolute pnrpoſe or decree; fo in 
like manner , he hardeneth whom he wil, 5. e. according to his abſo. 
lute decree of Reprobation. And it is moſt certain, according 
to the Scripture, no man can maintain abſolute Eleftion , but he 
muſt alſo maintain abſolute Reprobation : and if Reprobation be 
abfolute , then alſo Gods concurſe to the entitative aCt of that 
which is ſinfal muft.be efficacious and predeterminative, as here- 
after, Chap. 5: $. 3. 

There are other Texts that make expreſſe mention of Gods 
efficacious ordering: and diſpoſing of wicked men and their ſins 


for his own gltorie. So Prov. 16: 4. The Lord hath made althings Prov. 16: 4+. 
| forhimſelf; _ the wicked for the day of evil, Note here (1) 


s making althings, which is for himſelf, Wye, 1c: 


_ theendof. 
or-the manifeſtation of his own glorie. . (2) The-manner of Gods 


making althings for himſelf, included in the Verbe 7yD, hath 
made, which fignifies .[1] Gods ative efficience,.or his energetic, 
architetonic Decree , whereby althings: are made. [2 Þ-Gods 
fſve creation, Or his efficience in time, [3]. Gods conſervation 
ot althings in their beings and wel-beings.. [4] Gods efficacious 
atuating and governing althings-to. their.ends. Thus P/al. 46. g. 
Eceleſ. 11. 5. Eſa. 5. 12.. The LXX. generally render it by igyd- 
Tixar, Which Fob. 5. 17: our Lord uſeth to expreſſe Gods effica- 
cious concurſe and predeterminative influence. And Strangins, 
pag. $64. . grants, that whether we underſtand 2y@ here of Gods 
production in-time, or of his eternal Decree to produce man , 0 


:Gods efficatiomr ordering men: ſins Bookll 
- of his ordination and conſtitution of man to puniſhment, the dif. 
ference js not-material. I would therefore take it in the lar 
-notion as comprehenſive of al its ſignificates before ſpecified. (3) 
; Whence follows the particular objeCt , ever the wicked, 5. e. conſ. 
-dered not only in their ſubſtance as men, but alſo in al their Mode, 
Adjunits, Accidents, and Operations. There 1s not the moſt mi. 
-nute accident or aftion of a wicked man but God make: it, 5, x, 
decrees, influenceth, and orders it for himſelf. Whence (4) the 
wicked are ſaid to be made by God, for the day of evil, Ny1 Bn, 
5. e. for the day of vindictive wrath , or puniſhment inflicted for 
the illuſtration of Divine Juſtice : which includesalſo their being 
K&ft toſin; for the ſoreſt piece of Diviae vengeance is mens' be. 
ing given up to their own hearts laſts. 


Rom-9.21,22, - Adde hereto Rom. g. 21,22. Hath not the potter power over the 


clay, &c? Here Paul refutes the proud Pelagian blaſphemies by 
an argument taken from Gods abſolute Domſnion and Soverain- 
ie over his creature. _As if he had ſaid : Has not the Potter ay - 
abſolute dominion over the clay , to forme it into what ſhapet 
leaſe? and ſhal we not allow the great Creator of althings the 
fame abſolute dominion? Did he not make althings ? and there. 
Fore may he not aſſume the Prerogative of ordering althingy to 
the ends for which they were made ? As he gives to every cres 
ture what ſhape he pleaſe, ſo cannot he appoint them to what end 
he pleaſe, and direct them infallibly to that end ? Is it not an end 
fufhcient for the being of any creature, to be the glorie of any At. 
tribute ? and therefore if God make a creature to be a veſlel of 
wrath fitted to deſtruction, is there any injurie done to the cre# 
ture? The Pythagoreans have an effate, That 7d yigqr inuxe 
fravrior@®, the worſe is made for the ſervice of the better, which holds 
moſt true here of the veſſels of wrath or wicked men, who are 
made for the better, s. e. their Makers glorie, as Prov. 16. 4. Thus 
Paul concludes, verſ. 22. Veſſels of wrath fitted to deftruttion, war 
#yhoatia ou; drdnuct  xaragrite, ſignifies primarily aptly to fir, 
frame, or ſet together - thence, to ordain , decree, Or conftirnte, 
Whence among the LXX. it anſwers to 41, to foxnd, as Pſal.8.2, 
Ont of the mouths of babes he bath founded Or ordained prasfe : allo 
to], to ordavn, decree, eſtabliſh, as Pſal. 67. to. & 73. 17. Thus. 
it ſignifies here , namely Gods eternal ordination or abſolute De- 
cree of Reprobation founded on his abſolute Soveraintie. Obſerve 
here the difference between the veſſels of were , and. rhe veſſels of 
wreath : 
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wrath : of the former he ſpeakes aCtively, verſ. 23. That be might 

meke kyown the riches of bus glorie on the veſſels of mercy, which he had. 
ed unto glerie;, but of the later he ſpeakes only paſſively, 

verſ. 2.2. fitted to deſtruttion. The reaſon of this difference ſeems - 
this : The veſſels of mercie are wholly from God , both as veſſels, 
and as veſſels of mercie ; - they receive from God both their natu- 
ral good of being, and their moral good of grace, wel being, and happi- 
e: but now the veſſels of wrath are ſuch partly from God, and 
partly from themſelves: That they are veſſels, and veſſels of 
wrath ordained to deſtruCtion, they are from God ;, but that they 
are veſſels deſerving wrath, this they are from themſelves : their 
fins and puniſhment morally conſidered are from themſelves ; but 
conſider them entitatruely and penally , and fo they are from God. 
I am not ignorant of the many falſe and Pelagian glofles which 

are affixed to this Text, without ſhadow of reaſon. 

Another Text that evidently demonſtrates Gods efficacious 
——pedeterminative concurſe in ordering mens fins for his own glo- 
ries, 1 Pet. 2.8. And a ſtone of ſtumbling, and a rock of offence, 1 Pet. 2. 8. 
2 them that ſtumble at the word, being diſobedient , whereunto 
they were appornted, This Text is taken partly from Efa.8. 14, 
dere Chriſt the chicf Corner-ſtone of the Chnrch , is ſaid to be 
«: ſtone of ſtumbling and rock_of offence to wilful unbelievers. The 
Greek ald@- wgerbuual& x mites oxardanu arc ſynonymous , and 
of the ſame import here ; though oxdyFeaey be in its general no- 
tion more eggenſive : It notes originally any thing that may: offend 
the foot, Or other. oe ca oxde, to balt, or from exapply, diſtort- 
ed : more parficalarly,it ſignifies (1) that ” Or croſſe piece of 
wood in your traps for Mice, Foxes , or the like: (2) a ſharp ſtake, 
whereby the foot is hurt: and ſoit is the ſame with ox@es, inter- 
preted by Hefychins Edxoy aEupplhor* and 10 oxdrhnrcy is by him: 
made to be the ſame with juwed1ouds, 4 impediment : it was Cal- 
ked alſo by the Greeks re/fecaGr, denoting a military inſtrument, 
like a ſharp ſtake, whereby they annoyed their enemies : in which 
ſenſe the word oxdyFaxey. is uſed in that Apocryphons book , 7«- 
Sth 5.1. x Wuxar Us Tis widhors oxaefara. (4) A ftone that of. 
fends the foot : and io it anſwers with the LXX. to WAD, Lev. 
19. 14. 1n which regard it is made ſynonymous to wgoropps, 
both by Peter ; and'Rom. 14. 13. by Pax: and this they both de-- 
note here, 1 Per. 2. 8. the great offence which ſinners took at 


Chriſt, to their own ruine, Whence it's. added : Wherewnto rn | 
they 


they were appointed, iriluees. What doth this note? why take 
.Grotin's Nite on this Text, who was no friend to Calviniſts; 
© Unto this, faith he , Unbelievers were deſtined by God, 'that 
* they might moſt grievouſly fal—— For eliza, which anfivers 
© to TIN, oft ſignifies ro ordain, deſtine, or decree, as Joh. 15, 16, 
© So Were os gy law, 1 Theſe 5. 9g. The Syriac in this place ren. 


© tituted,, namely by the Divine Decree. Thus Grotzws , who 
here.ſpeakes like a Calviniſt, though generally ng friend to thy 
ſentiments of {alvin. The like 2 Pet. 2. 11. As natural brite 
beſtes, made to be taken and deſtroyed. 1s not abſoiute Reprobgtion 
here, and that by the conceſſion of Grotzw , no friend thereto, 
clearly and fully aſſerted ? And if Reprobation be abſolute, muſt 
not alſo Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin be efficacious 
and predeterminative ? The immutable connexion between abſo. 
lute Reprobation and predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of 
that which is ſinful we intend to demonſtrate hereafter, Chap. 5, 


© ders it POD, they were deſigned ; the Arabic pH Were con. 


3. 

But a reverend Divine of name among us anſwers to this Text 
thus: Ref. 7. *This[ 1 Per.2.8. whereunto alſo they were appointed] 
© hath reſpe to Luke 2. 34---- And no more can be hence gathe- 
© red, but that God hath decrced, that as a puniſhing Judge, (1) 
© he wil leave the rejeCters of Chriſt to go on in their own ſinful 
©way; (2) and that their oppoſition to him ſhal be their ruine: 
* Sothat [17 he doth not ſpeak this of any but the rejeCters of 

"©Chriſt, that deſerved it. [2] He ſpeaketh not at al as willing 
© their ſin, but only as one that penally denicth them further grace, 
©['37] But the thing that he is {aid zo ordain them to, is not ſin, 
* but ruine the conſequent of their ſin : The word [| fumbling ard 
* falling] ſignifying their deſtru&ien, Thus that reverend Divine. 

And now let us a little examine this his Reſponſe to our Argu- 
ment from this Text , which wil ſerve for a _— to-moſ2t of his 
ſubterfuges. (1) In anſwer to his firſt particular, we. aſſert, that 
more may be gathered from this Text, than what he allows, 
namely , That God hath decreed, that, as a puniſhing Judge, be wil 
leave the rejelters of Chriſt to go on in their own Gaul way. Forhe 
himſelf grants, (which cannot be denied) That they were appointed 
to ſtumble on the rock, of offence : And if ſo, then ſurely they were 
deſtined or appointed to the entitative aft of ſin : for ſtumbling 
doth not only implie their deſtruioz , as he inſinuates, but alla 

their 
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for his own Glorie. 


their ſ#, Whence, (2) there is ſomething more alſo implied, 
than that their oppoſition to him ſhal be their ruine, For it's ex- 
elſely ſaid, That they were appointed, not only to their ruine, 

t alſo to their ſtumbling at the word, and being diſobedient , which 
notes the Decree of Reprobation to be abſolute and poſitive; yea 
predeterminative of the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. (3) Whereas 
e ſaith, That he ſpeakes not at al as willing their ſin, but only arone 
that penally demieth them further grace, this ſeems alſo againſt the 
expreſſe mind of the Text, which faith , They were appointed, ari- 
Prep, 7. c. according to Grotims, they were ordained, deſtined, or de- 
creed to ſtumble at the word, &c. This certainly denotes more 
than Gods penal denial of further grace. (4) Whereas he ſaith, 
That the thing that he #s ſaid to ordain them unto , is not ſin, but 
ruine , the —_—_ of their ſin, the word [" ſtumbling and falling] 
heniſying their deſtruftion, it ſeems contradictory to the letter and 
mind of the words : for both wggoxopuues and oxdrfancy [ignihe, ac- 
cording to our precedent explication of them, primarily their ſin, 
and then their ruine or deſtruction, as the conſequent of their ſin. 
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This alſo is evident from that parallel Text, Jude 4. For there are Jude 4. 


cert ain men crept in unawares, who were of old ordained to this condem- 
nation, ungodly men tarning the grace of God into laſciviouſneſſe , and 
denying the only Lord God. Theſe ungodly menare faid to be wgy- 
yy 6;, deſigned, and as it were before written in the book of 
Gods predetermination , to be given up to this condemnation, of 
turning the prace of God into laſciviouſneſſe, &c. $0 that it is evi- 
dent, that God foreordained and decreed , not only their deſtru- 
—_ but to leave them to thoſe ſins , which ſhould cauſe the 
ame. | 

But to ſum vp the whole of this Head, we grant, (1) That ab- 
ſolute Reprobation is not the cauſe either of mens ſins, or damna- 
tion, It's true, elective Grace is the cauſe of faith and falyation, 
but the Decree of Reprobation is not the cauſe of ſin or damna- 
tion.” 2) That = withdraws not any power from 
the perſon reprobated. Yet we denie, [11] That it is injult for 


God,by an abſolute, efficacious Decree,to reprobate ſome, for the 
glorifying of his own Juſtice : For albeit the Decree of Reproba- 
tion be not an aCt of juſtice , yet it is not injuſt for God to repro. 
bate any. [2] We denie alſo, that there is any motive, cauſe, or- 
condition of Reprobation, as it regards the aCt of the Divine 
wil. Whence all 


[3] we denie, that the act of Reprobation is 
P | merely 


» %. 
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fem _ #1 'of Gad to the ſubſtrate mater or entitatrve al of that which i ſinful, 
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merely negative; but affirme, that it is poſitive and abſolute ; of 


which ſee Davenant Dsſſert. de Eleft, & Reprobat.p. 113, H 
[4] It neceffarily follows, that when God predeſtines and peu 
ordains any unto Damnation, he predeſtines and preordaing jn 
like manner, by an efficacious act —_ own ſoveram Wil, tg 
leave men to their own ſinful courſes, and efficaciouſly to concur 
to the ſubſtrate mater of thoſe fins. See more Chap: 5. 8. 3. 


CHAP. IV. 
An Hiſtoric Idea of Predeterminants and Anti- 
| predeterminants. - 


The Aſertors of Gods predeterminative Concurſe to. the ſubſtrate mates 
of Sn; (1) Fathers, Augultin, Proſper, Fulgentins. (2) Suk 
as ſucceeded in the Roman Church, Hugo de Sancto Vidtore, 
Aquinas, Scotus, Ariminenfis, Holcat, Altſſhiodorenſis: Brad, 
wardine, his (onverſion, Parts, both natural and acquired, x4, 
for Efficacious Predeterminative Concurſe , Particularly as to the 
ſubſtrate mater. of Sin: How God wils Sin: How the entitatine 
alt is from Gods predeterminative Concurſe : How God ſpont aneoufy 
impely or neceſſitates men to the entitative att of Sin. The Dom- 
Ricans, and particularly Alvare7's ſentiments conforme to owr Hy: 
potheſis. The concurrent perſwaſions of Janſenius and his Seators : 
alſo of the Tridentine Catechiſme. (3) The. Sentiments of Re. 
formed Divines, Wiclef, . Calvin, Zuinglius, Beza, Chamier, 
Eud. Crocius, the Synod of Dort, and Church of England, Dave- 


nant, Sam. Ward, &o. (4) Saxcb as demie _ Concurſe to the 


ubſtrate mater of Sin, more ancient : Durandvus, his proper 
qe and who may be accounted his Seftators , Th dola- 
is 


proper Sentiments and deſgne : Arminius, and his Agberents,. 
aptiftes. The N ew Methodiftes, Ca- | 


the Remonſtrants and An 
mero, Amyraldus, Placeus, Le Blanc, Baronins, Strangius, . How 
theſe New eMethodiftes fel into theſe Sentiments, ad who may be 
eftimed ſuch. 


s: [FJ avins given a Scriptural Demonſtration of our Hypo- 


theſis, rouchirg the efficacious, predeterminative Cincurſe. 


we now procede to: lay downthe concurrent ſentiments of Anti- 


pelagians 
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clagians in al Ages of the Church; and withal to ſhew who 
einal Ages detended the Antitheſis of our Adverſaries. Firſt, 
among the Patrons of our Hypotheſis none deſerves a more illu- 


ſtrious name and mention than Auguſtin, that great Propugnator 4,gy%;e, 


or Champion of efficacious Concurſe, I am not* ignorant that 
fome of our Adverſaries, as Strangins by name, are ſo- confident 
as to cite Auguſtn's teſtimonie in defenſe of their Antitheſis ; 
but this is too palpable an abuſe to find place among the indiffe- 
rent or impartial Setators of Auguſtir, whoſe ſentiments touch- 
ing this ſubject are ſufficiently eviderft in his Works. Thus, de 
Grat. & Lib. Arbitr. cap. 20. If the Scripture, faith he, be dils- 
gently inſpefted, it wil appear, that not only the good wils of men, but 
alſo the bad, are ſo in Gods power, that he can incline them where 
and when he wil, to per forme his benefices, or to inflift his puniſhments, 
by his moſt _ moſt juſt judgement, Again, in the ſame 
book, he ſaith, That God workss 1n the bearts of men, to incline them 
which way he pleaſe, either to Good, out of his Mercie, or to evil ac- 
cording to their deſerts, by bis Tudgement, ſometimes open, ſometimes 
ſecret, but always juſt. So De Przdeſtinat. Sandt. c. 16. It « 
(faith he) in the power of wicked men to ſin; but that by ſinning ma- 
btioſely they do this or that, is not in their power, but of God dividing 
the darkneſs, and ordering it ; that ſo hence what they do againſt the 
wil of God, might not be fulfilled but by the wil of God. Again, De 
Gen. ad literam lib. imperfette, C. 5. Some things, faith he, God 
makes and orders, other things he only orders ; righteous men he makes 
and orders, but ſinners, as ſinners, be makes not, but only orders, i. e. 
In good ations he is both the cauſe of the good, and of the a@ti- 
on, but in ſinful acts he is not the cauſe of the fin, but only of 
the act ordering it for his glorie. Again, De Givitate Det, I. 13. 
c. 22, he ſaith, That Sin as it is juſtly permitted by God, ſals under 
the _—_ Law, = - the _— - il —_ Moreover, 

Auguſtin frequently allerts, hat Goa pun one ſin Uk 
IT to pro : So Contra Fultan.). 5.C. 3. & de deRoa. 
L. 15.c,6. & libro de Natwa & Gratia, from cap. 20. to theend. 
To theſe Teſtimonies we may adde ſeveral Hypotheſes of Aw 
»ſtin , which demonſtratively evince Gods Predeterminative 
Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. As, (1) He aſſerted, 
that Reprobation was the att of Gods abſolute Wil, and ſo in it ſelf 
poſitive and abſolute. (2) He held, That Excecation and Obdur a- 
tion is the conſequent of Reprobatton - of which ſee Fanſeniue, Augnſt. 
2 ae 
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de Grat. Chriſt. 1. 10. c. 3,4. (3) He maintained, That al fintin 
lapſed Nature are neceſſary; becauſe puniſhments, as Fanſen. de Na, 
Lap.'C. 22, p. 264. Laſtly, that Auguſtin held Gods Efficaci. 
ous predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of fin, is 
evident from the falſe Imputations charged on him by the Pela. 
4 gians, who imputed to him the fame odioſe and forged conſe. 
quences, which have been ever ſince imputed to the Aſſertory 
of Predeterminative Concurſe. As, [1] They falſely charged on 
him, that he aſſerted a fatal I eceſſitie, and ſaid, that God com. 
pelled men to ſin. Wherea® Auzuſtin, 1. 1.9. 2. ad Simpl. anſwers 
(in the ſame manner as we now adays) That God is ſazd to harden 
fome Sinners, in that he has not mercie on them, not that he impelx 
them to ſin, &c. [2] The Pelagians charged on Auguſtin, That 
$i-ergo ſervi- be denied to ſinners the Libertie of their Wil, &&c, It's true, when he 
ſunt ti, diſcourſeth of Moral Libertie, conliſting in Adherence unto God, 
quid ſe jatant- he denieth, -that ſinners have any ſuch Libertie; but yet he fully 
CO eu afſerts a Nataral Libertie, that which is eſſential to the wil, to 
libr. ds Spire. belong to al ſinners, of which ſee Zanſenius, Auguſt. Tom. 2. 1, 7, 
& litec. 30.. 6. 12. p.330. Toconclude, there is ſcarce any *Grcuſk falſely 


charged on thoſe that aſſert preceterminative Cpncurſe to t 
ſubſtrate mater of ſin now a-days, but it was alſo imputed to 
uſtin by the Pelagians of old, and wiped oft by him, as 
which ſufficiently demonſtrates, that his Sentiments. were as to 
this Hypotheſis the ſame with: ours. He that wil ſee more of 
Auguſtins mind about this mater, may conſult Rutherford, de Pro. 
videntia, Cap. 30... Chamier, Panſtrat. Tom. 2. Lib, 3.c. 8. 
Proſper and. Next to _— tollow his Seftators and Diſciples, Proſper and 
w 


Falgent ins. Ne__ om our Adverſarieswowld fain make to-be of their. 
perſuaſion, but without ſhadow of Truth or Reaſon. As for the 


fentiments of Proſper touching our Hypotheſis, they are to-be 
ſeen, ad capitula Gallorum, where, following Auguſtin, he makes - 
God to wil ſin as the puniſhment of ſin. So Fulgentins, I. 1. ad Moni 
mam, C: 26. God, albeit he be not the Author of evil cogit ations, yet 
he is. the Or denator. of evil Wils : neither doth he ceaſe to work, good 
out of the evil work_of every evil man : neither in the very injuſt works 
of the Wil, doth he relinquiſh the juſt-ordev of his own works ;, becauſe 
this he. bath in that very order , that -he doth juſtly deſert the evil 
Wil— and in the very -4njuſt wil of the ſinner, he fulfuls his own Tu- 
ftice, &c, What could be ſaid more evidently to-demonſtrate our: 
Hypotheſis? Is God the Qrdinator of evil. Wils? doth he not then. 
. : efticacioully 
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efficacioully, = predeterminatively move and order them'in 
their very evil afts? And doth he not ceaſe to works good out of their 
evil workes ? Muſt he not then applie their wils to the entitative 
at of thoſe evil workes? And what is this but to predetermine 
their wils to the ſubſtrate mater of thoſe evil workes? Again, 
if God, #n the very injnſt workes of the Wil doth not relinquiſh the 
juſt order of his workes, then ſurely he muſt of neceflitie applie and 
predetermine the wil of the Sinner to the entitative act of the 
worke, thereby to maintain his own juſt order. 

6.2, We now paſſe on to ſuch as ſucceded the Fathers, and Sc as ſuccreds 
albeit they lived in the boſome of the Roman Church, yet they #4 'bt Fatbers, 
ſtil defended the Doftrine of Auguſtin and our Hypotheſis, as 
to Gods efficacious predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of , 
in, I ſhal begin with 4»ſebne, Biſhop of (anterburie, who flou- Anſelme.- 
riſhed about the year 1095, an Hralian by Nation, Monke by pro- 
feſſion, of a moſt acute Ingenie, devotional SanCtitie, conjoincd 
with great Prudence and Humilitie, according to the charaer 
given him by Baronins, This Anſelme, de Concord. Preſcientie, Pre- 
deſtinationis, Gratie & Liber eArbitri, c. 1. thus ſpeaketh : God 
worketh althings, which are wrought by a juſt or uninft Wit, i. C. both. 
good and evil workes , In good workes truely he carſeth both that they 
are, and that they are good ; but in evil workgs he cauſeth that they 
are, but not that they are evil. Herein he gives us the difference 
between Gols Concurſe to good and evil afts, as alſo the demon- 
ſtration of our Hypotheſis; for if God cauſeth evil a@s that 
they are, then certainly he eſhcaciouſly moves-and applics the. 
wil to the aft; which is-al that we mean by Predetermina-. 
tion. 

Next follows Hugo de Sanito Viftore, by Nation a Saxon, (and pus de Sancio + 
ſo allied to us,) by profeſſion a Monk, contemporary with Ber- 7idtore. 
nard, who flouriſhed about the year 1130. This Hugo, de Sacr. 

Fid. I. 1. c. 13. ſaith, * That (God wils there ſhould be evil, and * Malum eſſe 
yet he doth not wil evil : He wils there ſhould be evil,” becauſe it's vale Deus, & 
good there ſhould be evit;, but he wils not evil, becauſe evil it ſelf is men malum 
yr good, An excellent deſcription of Gods predeterminative 792 Vt: vul 
wil and concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, ſo as to vindicate quia bonumeſt / 
his Sacred Majeſtie fromany hand in the moral vitioſitie thereof, malum eſſe ; 
(1) God wils there ſhould be evil, 1, e. he doth, by an omnipotent non vult ipſum . 
efficacioug decree, wil the exiſtence of evil, in willing the fab- — ou 


{trate' mater- thereof; and yet-(2) He doth nor wil-evi', i.e. he = non eſt - 
| doth — 


Deum malas 


ra & inviſibili 


temperare & 
mmclinare. 


Aquinas, 


ge : 
© any ardjirjum tothe ſubſtrate mater of ſin ? Doth God indeed preſide over the 
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- doth not with a wil of approbation or any way morally wil eyi} 


to its moral vitiolitic or formal reaſon. (3) 7t's good there (hoy 
be evil, 5, e. as it conduceth to the illuſtration of Gods glorie; ang 
ſo God wils it. But (4) evil «ſelf, [morally conſidered as evi 
#4 not good, and therefore not willed by God as ſuch. The fame 
Hugo, de Sacramentis, par. 5.cap. 29. affirmes, That God by preſs 


volunrates PrZ- d;yg over evil wils, doth, by an occult and inviſible operation , t 
fidendo, occul- 7 -1;..- them fo bis own wil. What could more exprellely be 


faid-for the aſſerting Gods efficacious predeterminative concurſe 


evilwils of men, and ſo, by an occult and inviſible operation, 
temper and incline them to his own wil ? how is it poſlible then, 
but that he applie and determine them to the entitative at of 
their ſinful workes? And whereas Hugo foreſaw many would be 
then, as now alſo, ſcandaliſed at this doctrine, touching Gods ef. 
ficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, he addes this as 
the reaſon of the offenſe : Nor becauſe that which is ſpoken is not wel 
ſpoken, but becauſe that which 1s wel ſpoken is not wel underſtood. 1 wiſh 
our Adverſaries would wel conſider this prophetic reflexion of 
Hugo; of which more hereafter in Bradwardines ſentiments. 
We paſſe on to Thomas Aquinas , whom ſome of our Adverſa. 
ries woald fain conjure into their Campe, and make a Patrone of 
their Antitheſis: but this is ſo great an impoſition on the intel. 
ligent world , that I cannot but admire at the confidence of thoſe 


' who make uſe of it. Yet this has been the attempt not only of 


ſome leſſe converſant in Aquinas's Workes, but even of learned 

Strangius , who is oft more candid and ingenuous than others of 

his perſuaſion. Thus Strangins, kb. 2. cap. 14. from pag. 313. to 
317. endeavors to demonſtrate, That Thomas doth not admit that 

ghyſic predetermination of God to a! and ſingular attions of the wil : The 
i 


ea reverend Divine of eſtime among our ſelves would fain per- 


ſuade us, namely , That albeit the Dominicans are for ſuch an uni- 
verſal predetermination, yet Aquinas u zot, 6c. But let us a little 


examine the reaſon of this ſubterfuge : (1) Was not Thomas A 


quinas himſelf a Dominican, of the Order of Dominic? And are 
not al the Dominicans ſworne Thomsſts ? Albeit they are in re- 


gard of their Order Dominicans, yet are they not al in regard of ' 


their DoCtrine Thomiſts ? How comes it to paſſe then that they 
ſhould contend ſo hotly for phyſic predetermination of the wil by 
God in al its natural ations, even ſuch as are ſinful, and yet The- 
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ww their Maſter againſt it? (2) Take the charaQter of impartial 


W , and who ever denied this to be «Fquina's ſentiment ? 
onde and acute Dr. Samuel Ward, Profeſior of Theologie at 
dee, his Determinations, pag. 117, 118. where he proves 
Gods predeterminative Concurſe to al actions of the wil out of 
Thomas. But becauſe Dr. Ward ſeems to be our friend , we ſhal 
appele unto our Adverfaries for the deciſion of this Controver. 
fe, namely to Le Blanc and Baronius. Le Blanc, Concil. Arbitr. 
Hum. par. 3. the. 10. pag. 430. aſſures us, That Thomas and his 
ſetators the Dominicans , teach, for the explication of Divine Con- 
cagſe— That God doth premove and applie the very ſecond cauſes to 
their worke : for this the dependence of the ſecond cauſes on God their 
firit Mover doth require. For, according to their mind, God is there- 
fore ſaid to be the firft Mover, becauſe he doth antecedently move and 
al other cauſes to their oper ations, &c, What could be faid 
more evidently to explicate efqumas's mind herein? Thus alſo 
Baronius, who, in his Metaphyſics, Sett. 8. Diſp. 3. $.78. pag. 146. 
imputes this celebrious SI of Gods previous predeterminative 
emcnrſe to al aftions unto Thomas Aquinas, as the principal Founder 


thereof, So $. 79. pag. 147. And $. 82. pag. 149. he urgeth, 
at = the opinion of Thomas it follows, that God is the Author of 


he like $. 85. pag. 151. But (3) to let paſſe the teſtimo- 


defended our H eſis, and impugned the Antitheſis of our 
Adverſaries. . Thus, 1. 2. Queſt. 79. Art. 2. The att of fin is both 


of God to al aQts of the wil ? What more commun with him, vvluncarem ad 
agendum, & fa-  ' 


cere ut faciat, 


Thos in his foms, par, 1. Queſt. 105. Arr. 5. he layes down this $rane.1.2.c.15. 
concluſion, That God attes in every Agent finally efeitively, and far. Þ.244. 


mall, yet ſo as they alſo aft, And then in the explication hereof 
he 
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he faith, ©(3) That it is to be conſidered. that God doth.ngt 
*©,0nly move things to work, as by applying the tormes and yir. 
<tuesof things to their operations, :( as alſo the Artificer applies 
< the axe to cut , who yet fometimes gives not the forme to the 
© axe) but alſo gives formes to creatures acting, and preſerye 
«them in being— .and becauſe the forme is in the thing,—. and 
<God is properly the cauſe'ot the univerſal Being. in althingg, 
« which among althings is-more intime, it follows, that God 
< workes intimely in althings ; and for this reaſon in ſacred Scri. 
« pture,-the operations of nature are aſcribed 'unto God, as work. 
< ing in nature, according to that, Fob 10. 11. With shin and with 
© fleſh ha#t thou clothed me, &&c. What could have been faid more 
evidently to demonſtrate our Hypotheſis ? He faith, (1) The 
God attes in every Agent, not only finally and effettsvely, but alſo for. 
mally. (2) That God moves things to worke, by APPLYING (4, 
predetermining) the formes and virtues of things to their operations, 
Yea, (3) That God applies the ſecond cauſe to att, as the Artificer ap. 

plies the inſtrument to worke. Whereby he makes al ſecond cauſes, 
the wil not excepted, but a kind of inſtrument of Gods principal 
efficience : For the wil, albeit it may be termed a principal cauſe 

of moſt of its as, yet in regard of the Divine concurſe, which it 
receives, and in virtue whereof it aCtes, it may ſafely be termed 
a vital Inſtrument. (4) That God atting mo#t intimely in althings, 
the very operations of nature are aſcribed unto him, which notes, pre- 
determination in the higheſt point. So alſo Aquinas, Queſt.Dip, 
9. 3. de Potentia, art. 7. ſpeakes fully of this predeterminative pl 

cation of al ſecond cauſes by God, And indeed how frequently is thi 
Hypotheſis demonſtrated by him ? So that I cannot -but wonder, 
that any learned man ſhould urge eAquinas's teſtimonie againſt 

us. | 

We deſcend now to Scotus, (the Head of a Sect oppoſite to the 
Thomiſts, yet) who hath given evident and ſtrong confirmation 
and demonſtration to our Hypotheſis. 1 am not ignorant, that 
a learned and pious Divine makes uſe alſo of Scorus's name to 
patroniſe this Antitheſis : and I ſhal not denie, but that Scorus has 
in many points too much favored the Pelagian intereſt, which has 
inclined the Jeſuites tofollow him rather than Thomas ; yet this 
I no way dout but to make good, that as to our Hypotheſis, rouch- 
ng Gods predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, Scotus 
is fully of our perſuaſion. This wil appear evident, (1) of ba 
conſider 
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conſider bis notion of Divine Preſcience of things future, which he 
makes to ariſe from the Divine Decree giving futurition to them, 
as Le Blanc, de Preſcient. theſ.33. pag. 443. confeſſeth. And-cer- 
tainly ſuch as hold Gods/preſcience of fins future to be from his 
own Decree efficaciouſly determining their ſuturition , cannot 
with any ſhadow of reaſon denie Gods predeterminative concurſe 
tothe ſubſtrate mater of ſin. (2) Scotus and his ſeCtators gene- Scotiſte niki 
rally hold, That God efficacionſly concarsto al ſecond cauſes and their hujuſmodi phy- 
alts, not by any influence or impreſſion on the ſecond cauſe, (which the ſicum & intrin- 
Thomiſts aſſert ) but & his abſolute and efficacious Decree applyiug and ſecum creaturz 
determining the ſecond cauſe to att. Which we judge to be the very !"ditum efle 
truth, as it hath been demonſtrated by us , Court Gent. P.4.. B.2. Fm _ = 
c.7. $. 3. Sothat the Thomilts and Scotilts differ not really as comm Die 
tothe point of redetermination , but - as to its origine and trinſecum , ab- 
principe z the Thomiſts making it to conlilte in a phyſic intrinſec ſolurum,s effi- 
influxe impreſſed on the creature, and the Scotilts placing the ** ad aged» 
whole of it inthe volition of God , without any force impreſſed (91, PPhcts 
on the ſecond.caulſe, as our Country-man Compe. Carleton, in his carlzton. Philoſ: 
Philoſophie, Dsſþ. 30. SelZ. 1. pag. 327. has incomparably wel ſta- Di#þ.30. ſet. 4. 
ted it. .- But (3) Sc#us, in 4. Sentent. Diſtinft. 49. Queſt. 6. 4, 14. 148+ 327» 
pag. 522. (edit, 1620.) has thele very words: Eſt contra naturam 
ejus, | [cil. voluntatis] determinari 4 cauſa inferior , quia tunc ipſa 
won eſſet ſuperior : non eſt autem contra naturam ejus determinars 4 
canſa ſuperiors , quia cum hoc ſtat, quod ſit cauſa in ſuo ordine , It's 
arainit its nature, [namely the wils} to be determined by an inferior 
cauſe, becauſe then it ſhould not be ſuperior ;, but it is not again#t its na- 
ture to be determined by a ſuperior canſe , becauſe it is confiſtent here- 
with, that it be & cauſe in its own order, Wherein Scotus doth moſt 
acutely, thoygh briefly , ſtate the Controverſie about Predetermi- 
zation both negatively and poſitively, (1) Negatively, That the 
wil cannot be determined, or predetermined, by any inferior cauſe z be- 
cauſe then it were not ſuperior : for whatever cauſe predetermines 
another to act,is ſo far ſuperior to it: it being impoſſible, yea a con- 
tradition , that the inferior ſhould predetermine the ſuperior. 
(2) Poſitively , That it is not again#t the nature of the wil to be pre- 
determined by a ſuperior canſe, 1.e. by God the firſt cauſe, who gave 
it being, and therefore may without violence to its libertie deter- 
mine or predetermine it in its operation : and Scoryss reaſon is 
invincible ; becauſe to be predetermined by a ſuperior cauſe , #4 very 
wel conſsftent with the wils being a cauſe in its own order ; Yea, we 

; may 
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Objeft. 1, 


Aſertors of Gods predeterminative Concurſe Book Ill, 
may raiſe this reaſon to a greater height, therefore the wil is a 
cauſe in its own order, 5. e. a particular, proper, principal, or leſſe 


- principal cauſe, according to the nature of its cauſalitie and effec, 


becaule it is predetermined to at by God the ſuperior firſt Cauſe; 
ſo that Gods predeterminative concurſe to the ations of the wil, 
even ſuch as have ſin appendent to them, is, according to Scotw's 
ſentiments, fo far from infringing or diminiſhing the wils natural 
order and libertie in aCting, as that it corroborates and confirmes 
the ſame. (4) Laſtly, Scorus 5 2. Sent. Diſt. 37. q. 2. ſaith ex- 
preſſely, © That [albeit God determine the wil to the material a& 
* which 1s finfal, yet] the vitioſitie of fin is not to be attributed to 
© God, but to the create wil, becauſe the create wil is under an 
« eſſential obligation to give reCtitude to the aftion ; but God is 
© not bound by any ſuch obligation, &c. Which is the ſame wi 

the ſentiments of Zig and our reformed Divines, albeit 0 

_ by the new Methodiſts, as wel as Arminians and Mo 


Having laid down the concurrent teſtimonies of the two prin. 
cipal Heads of the Scholes, Thomas and Scorms , we now palle on 
to their ſetators, whereof we ſhal give the fnention but of a few 
more illuſtrious. To begin with Gregorius Areminenſss , who was 
by profeſſion a Pominican, and great defendent of eAuguitir's 
Doftrine ; whom Biſhop Uſher valued as the foundeF of the 
Schole-men ,. and Dr. Barlow, as the acuteft : His inviCt demon- 
ftration of our Hypotheſis we find, in Sent. 2. Diſtint. 34. Art. 3. 
where he demonſtrates Gods immediate efficience in producing the 
entitative att of fin thus : © (1) Every evil aft when producediis 
* conſerved by God, Ergo. The antecedent he proves thus : be. 
«cauſe otherwiſe every evil act ſhould not in its exiſtence imme- 
© diately depend on God, but be independent ; and ſo by ſtronger 
© reaſon, the wil itſelf, which is more perfect than its act, ſhould 


_ ©be independent. Again, if it be not repugnant to the Divine 


*-Bonitie to conſerve the evilact, neither is it repugnant to it to- 
©produce the ſame, (2) The wil is of itſelf indifferent to any 
<a, therefore it muſt be determined to every a&t: by God. (3) 
©If God be not the immediate cauſe of the a; which is evil , he 
©is not the Maker of al Beings. @ Al good that is not God, 
© is from God as the Efficient thereof ; bnt the a&t morally evil is 
©yet naturally good. Ergo. Hence he procedes to anſwer the 
Objections of his and our Adverfaries thus : *(1) If God pores 
t 
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© the ſame c011 att , which man produceth ,” then he ſins as man ſins. 


s Whereto0 he anſwers, by denying the conſequence, and that on 


« this reaſon ; becauſe man doth not therefore preciſely ſin , be- 
© cauſe he doth an evilaCt, asit is Exs or a# ; but therefore he 
« figs, becauſe he doth it evilly, 5. e. againſt right reaſon ; [or the 
© Law of God] but now God produceth the ſame at according to 
©right reaſon, and therefore wel, So the ſame man borne in 
© fornication, is produced by God wel, but by the fornicator evil- 
© ly. But (2) itis farther objefted by his Adverfaries then, as 
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by ours now, thus: T how wilt ſay, that thoſe things that are , per Obje&. 2. 


ſe, in themſelves [ or intrinſecally] evil, as the hatred of God, or the 
bke, can never be wel done : therefore neither by God. *1 reſponde, 
© ſaj , (as we) that there is or can be no entitie which may 
wel done, albeit not by every Agent : e. g. man envieth ; 
ut God, although he produce the ſame aft of envie with man, 
« yet he doth not envie. For al ſuch aQts, beyond the ſimple pro- 
«* dution or motion of ſuch or ſach a thing, do connote ſome- 
© thing on the part of the Author, who is ſo denominated , which 
© agrees not to God : So tro ſteal, beſides the ſimple tranſlation of 
< the thing from place to place , connotes the thing ſtolne not to 
© belong to him that tranſlated it: but God tranſlating the ſame 
« thing, doth not tranſlate what is not his own ; and therefore is 
© not bid to be the thief, cc. But here we are to note, that 
whereas Gregorius Ariminenſis makes God to be a partial cauſe of 
ſin, it is not to be underſtood, as if God were the partzal cauſe of 


_,the entitative aCt, for fo he makes God to be a roralcauſe ; but he 
P, cals God a partial cauſe of fin, as he praduceth only the entitative 


act, not the vitioſitie, whereof man only is the moral cauſe. Thus 


alſo Ho!cot , our Country-man, ſuper Semtent. bb. 2. Diſt. 1. q. 1. Holcot 


makes God to be a partial cauſe of ſin, yet not the Author of it : 
whereby he plainly means, as he explicates himſelf, that God is 
the phyſical cauſe of the ſubſtrate mater , or eantitative a&t only, 
but man the moral cauſe of the vitioſitie alſo. This I mention, 
becauſe a reverend Divine of name among us from theſe expreſli- 
ons of Ariminenfis and Holcot, would perſuade ns, that they make 
God the partial cauſe of the entitative aft. We might adde to 


thee the teſtimonies of Meiſſiodorenfss, in Sent. 2. where he proves Altiſſodorinſs 


by ſtrong arguments, namely from the Paſſion of Chriſt, &-c. That 


. the evil aftion is from God operating aud cooperating with the human 


wil; of which more in what follows tonching Bradwardine. 
#, Q 2 I 
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Bus ele for offi- - , bee þ | : 
i i Cauſe of God , againſt the Pelagians, which he defended with 
ter of fin. 
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Thomas Brad- I now come to Thomas Bradwardine, our pious, learned and pro- | 
wardine b# cha- found Bradwardine, whom , might I be allowed my libertie, 1 
ſhould rather reckon among our firſt Reformers, than among the, . 
Sons of Antichriſt ;. for indeed he was-a zeloſe Patron of, and *:. 


ſtout Championfor the fundamental points of the Reformed Reli- 
gion, ſpecially efficacious free Grace, which he with ſo much cou. 
rage, ſtrength of argument, and flaming zele Cefended againſt the 
Pelagians of thoſe days. This Thomas Zradwardine, borne at Hars, 
field 1n Suſſex, flouriſhed about the year 1350. He was a perſon 
of prodigioſe natural ingenie, which he greatly poliſht by al man. 
ner of acquired Sciences ,. ſpecially the Mathematics 'and ſchola. 
ſtic Theologie. He was a great Aﬀecter and Admirer of meta. 
phyſic Contemplations, which in his firſt ſtudies he greedily 
drank in, even to the neglect of the holy Scriptures, becauſe they 
ſavored not of a metaphyſic ſtyle, as he himſelf informes us, in 
bis Book de Canſa Dei. When, ſaith he , in the ſtate of my unrege- 
neracie, I came into the Scholes, and heard Lettures on Pauls Epiſtls 
of free Grace, &C. it did no. way reliſh with me , quia non ſapit ſlylum 
metaphyſicum , becauſe it. ſavored not of. a metaphyſic ſtyle. It was 
with me, as it was with Auguſtin of old, nathing would pleaſe but ſchs- 
laſtic diſcourſes for free-wil, &c. But after his Converſion he was, 
as another, AuguZ#in, the greateſt Champion for free efficacious 
Grace. Balews , de Script. Brit. cent. 5. cap. 87. tels us, © That 
© Fohn Baconthorp, that famoſe Divine and Engliſh-man, returning 
*from Paris had a great conteſt with Bradwardine. about the 
6 pun of Gods Preſcience and Predeſtination z.. to whom at 
© laſt Bradwardine aſſentsjn-al thoſe points ; as the. ſame Bacon- 
thorp declares, in Sent. kb. 4... Diſt. 1. 9. 4. Afterwards he was cal- 
led to be Confeſſor to King Edward III. and thence made Arch- 
biſhop of Canterbury, without any deſire of his own thereto. He 
was indeed a good Mathematician,.a great Philoſopher, and ex- 
cellent Divine, being communly ſtiled Doctor profunducy. the pro- 
found Debtor. | 


Neither was he leſſe renowned for his Pietie and Zele in the 


reat fervor, as wel as acumen of ſpirit ; which alſo is. greatly il- 
uſtriovs in his defence of Gods efficacious Concarſe, and, Providence 
about the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful as. , This he frequently incul- 
cates in his moſt excellent Book de Cauſa Des, ſpecially {þ. 1.c. 30, 
31,32, 33, 34. He demonſtrates -(1) That al, voluntary attions 


are 
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How God wils Sin. 


; as governed by the Laws of Divine Providence, cap. 30, 31.p. 


1271, &c. (2) That althings which" have any natural Entitie or 


E ocede from Gods Providence aftually and efficaciouſly diſpo- 
; -4-Auh and not merely permitting, Which he Conſteg2! __ 
.” ny. ways: as [1] Becauſe there uu no att ſimply evil and inordinate, 


” 


by any inordination precedent to- the drvine wil. [2] Becauſe other- 
t the 


; whole Univerſe would not be diſpoſed in the beſ® manner. 
] Becauſe the Scriptures both of Old and New Teſt aments, aſcribe 
God in his| Providence about Sin attive Names. Thus cap. 32. 
p.:288; (3) /That about whatever Gods Permiſſion is, his attual Vo- 
litre is alſo employed about the ſgge. And he gives this demon- 
ſtrative reaſon hereof: For albex thoſe things that are evil as evil 
are not good, yet it is good that there ſhould be not only good things, 
but alſo evil. For wnleſs it were good that evils be, the Onnipotent good 


would not ſuffer them to be, as Cap. 33. 


Hence, (4.) He comes /. 34. to the ſtate of the controverſie, zyww God witss 
How God wils ſin , and how he wils it not. £1] He proves, p. 294, Sin. 


295. That God muſt neceſſarily wil the exiſtence of Sin, becauſe he 
permits it : alſo God doth voluntarily provide for, yea att al the vo- 
luntary aits of the wil both good and evil, with al their poſitrve cir- 
tumſt ances, which neceſſarily import ſin. Again, * This Propoſition, 
«Sin 5, is true; and therefore there muſt be ſome cauſe of its 
th, which can be no other than the divine wil, from which 
complexe beings as wel as incomplexe have their origina- 
tion. Again, © Whatever is good muſt procede from the firſt 
good: but that Sin exiſte, is good, according to Auguſtin, So 
woo ſaith,| That God wils that ſins exiſte, becauſe this is cood, 
dreover, he brings in Hugo ſpeaking thus ;- (which deſeryes 

©a great remarque) If it be-ſaid, God wils fin, this ſeems harſh and 
$ randalous to the ear ; and therefore ſome pious mind doth refute 
© this, not becauſe that which ts Jpokers 15 il ſpoken, but becauſe that 
© which'is wel ſpokgn is il underſtood, [2] Thence Bradwardine pro- 
eedes to refute Lombard, who aſſerts, That God wils ſin as a pus 
ſhment; not under this reaſon, as it is ſins, [_i. e. materially or en- 
titatively conſidered ]- which Hypotheſis of Lombard he refutes; 
by ſhewing, © That the puniſhment of ſin ts neceſſarily conjoined wit! 
«the. Sin: ſo that if God wils ſin as a puniſhment,. he muſt ne- 
(ceſſarily wil the exiſtence: of ſin. Alſo whoever knows two 
©things tobe neceſſarily and inſeparably conjoined, and wils that: 


«they ſhould be ſoconjoined, and knowingly and rationally wils- 
; © one ; 


[ 


How God wil: Sin.” Bock 
© one; the ſame perſon wils alſo the other; ſpecially if about 
© both he employ an at of his wil: But now God knows and 
* wils that thoſe two, Si" and Puniſhment be conjoined together, 
- *and rationally wils the one, namely the puniſhment of fin, 
© therefore alſo the ſin. Again, he that wils an Antecedent, wits 
© alſo the Conſequent, at leaſt in an univerſal, albeit not in a par. 
© ticular : for he that wils a whole, wils al the parts n 
© thereto. [3] Thence he procedes, p. 300. to ſhew, how Gul 
wils fin : Ged, 1aith he, doth no way wil Sin ſimply, but only in ſom 
limited reſpett : * For, to ſay that God wils ſomething ſimply, ig, 
Eaccording to the commun manner of ſpeech, to ſay, that he 
«loves it and- approves of it as good, Yea, addes he, . may it 
© not be ſaid, that in the whole Univerſe there ts no ſuch thi 
©*as Inordination, Deformitie, or Sin ſimply conſidered, but only 
© Sin in ſome reſpet? Becanſe in regard of the prime and 4 
© preme Cauſe, al Beings both poſitive and privative are ſw 
« diſpoſed with the higheſt wiſdome, beautie, and juſtice, W 
[4] He gives us the difference between Gods Concurſe to 
acts, and to ſuch as are good, p. 302. God, ſaith he, & not th 
Author of {in 45 of that which is done wel: *For of this he is the 
« Author ſo, as that he alone doth ſupernaturally create, and 
« pive tothe wel-doer, Faith, Hope and Love, &c. But it is not 
ſoasto ſin. s. e. As to good, God produceth not only the natural 
act, but alſo the moral Bonitie, but as to Sin, he prodnceth 
only the natural entitative Act. By He thence p. 302. expli- 
cates, how the Apoſtle Pax! and the Fathers denied, that God 
wils Sin : © When, ſaith he, eAvg»ſti: and the other holy men 
© denie that God wils Sin, the cauſe of this negation ſeems this: 
© Becauſe the Apoſtle and Aug»ftin, and other holy men placed 
©Predeſtination, Preſcience, and the like on Gods part, the Fe- 
© Lzg5ans and other Heretics would excuſe Sinners from their 
©and retort the cauſe and blame on God, who ſo eſtina 
©or foreknew: therefore theſe holy men would ſay, that God 
C by his Predeſtination, Preſcience or ſuch like, doth not 
6 againſt their wil to ſin, but that- they ſin freely and 
© their own wil; and that God by predeſtinating, foreknow 
Cor willing ſins, doth not fin, nor do unjuſtly, neither is he 
© firſt imputable, or culpable cauſe of ſins; but the firſt, im 
©table, and culpable cauſe is the proper wil of the Sinner. This 
indeed is the proper ſtate of our controverſie at this day. m_ 
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te addes, pee. 303. ©But if it yet be ſaid, that it always 
t hears il with many to ſay, That God doth any wiſe wil ſin, it 
«is certainly true, and that peradventure according to 


S2J 


efore cited, not becanſe that which 5s ſaid is not wel ſaid, but Non quia quod 


ito God therefore that they would take the Salt of Divine 
« wiſdome, and favor and underſtand the truth which is favo- 


| thecanſe that which is wel ſaid, is not wel underſtood, 1 would _ = 
dicitur, non_ 


«ry to a fanetaſt; and that they would know, that there is bene intlligi- 
no evil in the world, which is not for fome t good : why tur. Hugo. 


«therefore ſhould we ſabſtratt from the World, and from God 
«the Author of the World, this way of doing good, or of be- 
«(nefaftion, which is ſo admirable and great? Yea it ſeems 
© more miraculoſe and great, to worke good out of evils than out 
tof goods, or to worke good only. And without peradventure 
Cit Cemeth ſo difguſtful to many, if it be ſaid, that God wils 
«and produceth the a&t of Inceſt of the Father with the Daugh- 
© ter; of the San with the Mother, of Parricide, Sedition, BlaC- 
«<phemie, and other like ſins: and yet not only the Saints, but 
*alſo the Philoſophers ſpeak thus: For who in ſuch an inceſt pre- 
©pares the ſeed, and moves, creates, and infuſeth the ſoul into 
Gthe fetw, but God ? and however it may ſound, thus the Saints 
©of _ yea the Spirit of God, who ſpeaks in them. 
What could be ſaid more acutely, demonſtratively and di- 
vinely for the deciding our controverſie , would men but re- 
ceive it ? 

(5) Again, Bradwardine, 1. 2. C. 20. p. 542, &c. proves out 
of Aleiſſiodorenſis, faper 2. ſent. © That the evil attion is from God 
© operating and-cooperating with the human wil. Altiſſiodorenſs's ar- 


Ft 


/ 


How the entita- 
thue aft us from 
Gods Predeter- 
minative Con- 


©ouments are theſe, [ 1 ] From the Paſſion of Chriſt, which was 5. 


© and proceded from a good canſe, namely the Wil of God. 
{27 From the aCt of Fornication, whereby an holy Prophet is 
begotten : which act is the cauſe of good, and therefore good ; 
*and yet it is alſo evil: and therefore an evil ation as it is an 
ation is good and from God. Thence he addes the Teſtimo- 
nie of Thomas, in Queſt. de malo, q. 19. where he demands, 
Whether the aft of fin be from God? and he anſwers thus: © It muſt 
* be ſaid, that among the Ancients there was a double opinion 
<concerning this mater : ſome ſaid more anciently, that the att:- 
© on of Sin was not from God, attending tothe very Deformity of 
«Sn, which is not from God: but ſome ſaid, that the attion of 


' How God ſpontaneouſly inepels men, &4r: Book 

| * Sinss from God, attending to the very Eſſence of the At, which 
* muft be granted to be from God, and that on a double reaſan, 
© [1] Commun, becauſe God being En or Being by his own Eſſence, 
«and his very Eſſence his Being, 1t muſt thence neceſſarily follow, 
© that whatever doth participate of Being, mult be derived fr 

< him who is Being by Eſſence. [2] Special: for it is neceſ]; 
<that al motions of ſecond Cauſes be produced by the firſt Moyer, 
* who is God, asp. 554- ; 

(6) Bradwardine, 1. 2.C. 22. p. 559- riſeth higher, and proves 
ſtrongly, That it implies a contradittion for any Nature to aft w 
move without God, of himſelf, properly, attually, and ſpecially applying 
it to alt, and moving of ir. Which hgdemonſtrates many wayes: 
as [1]- Becauſe no natural virtue or forme can operate without 
Gods cooperating therewith. | 2] Becauſe al natural thingsor 
cauſes are but as Inſtruments in regard of God the firſt Cauſe, 
[3] Becauſe the create wil cannot ſubſiſt of it ſelf; therefore 
neither can it act of itſelf, as c. 24. p. 563. [4] Becauſe God, 
by reaſon of his infinite Actualitie, permits nothing but what he 


$. 
(8) Bradwardine, 1. 3.C. 29. P. 739. aſcends yet higher, and 


ſly impels gon rates, That God, albeit he #mpel no man wiolently againſt 


bis wil,” yet he impels al mens wils ſpontaneouſly, and draws them to 
© al their free atts, even ſuch as have ſin annexed to them. * But fur. 
©ther, addes he, it may be probably ſaid, that God doth in ſome 
© ſenſe neceſlitate to the very aCt of ſin, as to the ſubſtance of 
© the at; yet it doth not-thence follow that he doth neceſſitate - 
"©<to ſin, or tothe deformitie of ſin, as it is fin, or the deformitie 
©of fin: for the omnipotent God may, as it appears, ſeparate 
© the very ſubſtance of the att and whatever is poſitive in it from 
« the Deformitie of ſin, and can produce and conſerve-ſuch an 
© effect really poſitive and good, without ſuch a defeCt and -priva- 
© tive malice : Specially, ſithat Sin, Deformitie, Vitioſitie, or de- 
« fect is not eſſentially the very act, nor of the eſſence of the af, 
© nor neceſſarily a conſequent of the ſubſtance of the aft. There- 
© fore the good God acting rightly, pre-aCting and in ſome ſenſe 
* neceſſitating to ſuch an a, according to its ſubſtance and na- 
© ture good, the vitioſitie or fin doth not thence neceſſarily fol. 
< low : whence therefore doth it follow, but from the free wil 
©.of the Creature freely deficient, and from the wil of the Sinner ? 
What could be ſaid more acutely, more judiciouſly, more de- 
monltratiyely, 
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ap. 4- | The Dominicans Sextiments. 


3 monſtratively, and. more piouſly, to put a periad to this contro- 


yerſie, had not men a ſtrong impulſe to oppoſe the Truth? I 
have been the more prolixe in rehearſing theſe illuſtrious and-de- 
monſtrative Sentiments of Bradwardine, becauſe I find nothing 
newly ftarted by our Adverſaries, but what I find rationally, ſo- 
lidly, and convictively ſolved by him, above three hundred years 
7 As for his ſolutions to the particular Objetions made by 

is Opponents then, and ours now, we ſhal produce them in 
what follows in anſwer to the Objections againſt our Hypotheſis, 


C.6. $.1, 2. 


Having produced the concurrent Sentiments of the ancient The Dominicans 
Fathers and Scholemen for the confirmation of our Hypotheſis, ſentiments. 


we might now deſcend to the later Scholemen, ſpecially-the Tho- 
ſts ; but theſe lie under the ſame criminal accuſation and im- 
putation with our Adverſaries, as the orthodoxe {alviniſt , and 
it deſerves a particular remarque, that look as the Pelagian Je- 
ſuites oppoſe the Dominicans 1n this point under the Bears $kin 
of being Calviniſts, fo the Arminians and New Methodiſts op- 
ſk the Calviniſts in the ſame point, under the Bears skin of 
being Dominicans : and indeed no wonder, ſithat the Domini- 
cans and Calviaiſts in this point about Gods predeterminative 
Concurſe to. the ſubſtrate mater of ſin do greatly accord. And 
kt our Adverſaries ſay what they liſt againſt the Dominicans, 
it's certain, that in this mater they have done great ſervice to the 
cauſe and intereſt of Truth: and particularly Alvarez, who is 
Principally ſtruck at by the adyerſe partie,,deſerves great ho- 
nor and diligent inſpeCtion by thoſe who have any kindneſs for 
our riypothelie,-cr any part of the DoCtrine of Efficacious Grace, 
Ian! not ignorant what an heavy load of Imputations, Strangine, 
and a Reverend Divine of Name among our ſelves, have laid 
upon him in their Oppoſitions to what he has writ in the defenſe 
of our Hypotheſis; but the Jeſuites themſelves, whore his moſt 
Puillant Impugnators, give him a more. candid and favorable 
treatment : For in the treaty between them and the Janſeniſts 
-begun Feb. 18. 1663. the Jeſuites rejecting the Arbitrament of 
Gregerie Ariminenſis and Eſtes, whom they judged more ſevere, 
y pitcht upon Alvarez as the more moderate, to whom 

required the Janſeniſts to. conforme in thoſe points ——_ 
in.order toan accommodement : and the reaſons. they.allege arg 
.of moment: * For, ſay they, Alvarez havien afſited at.the Con 
| | = © oregations 
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Alvarets 
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an acumen, fo profound 


The Dotninicans SexMment)1. Book It 
*oreyations de Auxilis, there is a grand apparence, that he an 
Thok others who writ at the fine time mY Gnce, took up = 
© mode of ſpeech to ſalve Libertie, according to the movements 
© and ſentiments which the Popes, Clement 8*n, and Paul 5th haq , 
*albeit they made no Decree on this mater ; of which ſee Re. 
fſutat. de Pere Ferrier, Chap. 6. and Idea of Fanſeniſme, p. $2. 
wherein remarque, (1) That the Jeſuites, Alvarez's ſworne ene. 
mies, give him a more favorable character, as one, who for his 
moderation was employed by the Popes to aſſiſt at the Congpre. 
gations de Auxilzs, for the compoſing the differences in thoſe ' 
points in controverſie between the Dominicans and Jeſvites about 
Predetermination. Yea, (2) That the Popes themſelves, Qt. 
ment 8h, and Panl 5*), had the ſame ſentiments with Alvarez. 
Is it not ſtrange then, that the Jefnites, who are profeſſed ene. 
mies to Predetermination, and the Popes themſelves, who haye 
been generally favorers of Pelagianiſme, ſhonld have a greater 
kindneM for Atvarez's ſentiments about Predetermination, than 
Proteſtant Divines, whofe DoEtrine againſt the Pelagians and 
Jeſuites can never be defended but by thoſe principes oh which 
eAbvarez. bottomes his Predetermination ? For mine own part, 1 
cannot but confeſſe, that in thoſe Notions about Efficacious 
Grace and Predetermination, I read Mvarez with al poſſible di- 
tigence andexaCtitnde of ſpirit, and found therein ſo penetrant 

Niiditie, and ſuch maſculime Demon- 
ſrations, as that I never met with his equal, excepting . Brad- 
wardire and Ariminenfis, This Juſtice 1 conceive my ſelf under an 
efſential obligation to do him, to wipe off thoſe mdeſerved cla 
mors and afperfions which Srra7gins and another Divine of note 
among ns, have foaded him with. His own Sentiments in the 
defenſe of our Hypotheſis are laid down in his excellent Di 


- tations de Aur. 1. 3. Difprt. 24. where he doth witha great deal 
- of moderation and yet invincible force of argument demonftrate, 


That Cod doth by a preview motion, truely and efficiently, or accor 
ing to vhe made of a phyſical raufe, Aiors4 free-wil to x4 att of ſin, 
4s it an Aft or Bring. His Arguments for the demonſtration of 
Chis Thefrs are weighty and invincible, namely from the Parti- 
ci Limitation, and Dependence of every Secund cauſe, &c. 
-which hereafter, c. 5. Laftly, that the Schotemen generally, 

beſides ſach as are Pelagran, affert divine Predetermination to the 
matcrialentitic of Sin, ſee Twiſſe, Yind. Grar. 1. 2. Digreſſ. 2. * 
I now 
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I now paſſe on to Fanſeniw and his Seftators, who are brought The Dofirine of 


vpon the Theatre by our Adverſaries as Patrons of their Anti. Javſcnius con- 
cordant with 


is ; but this is ſo great a miſtake in mater of faQt, that 1 can- | Hypotheſis, 


. Not but admire any learned man ſhould take refuge under it. 


Yet thus Srrangine 1. 2, c. 14. p.318, brings in Fanſeni oppoſing 
»ſtin both to the Dominicans and Jeſuites as to the point of 

'Predetermination, The like is urged by a Reverend Divine of C.T. p. 3. 
repute amohg us. But this miſtake is too obvious and great to ?+ 93- 
take place among diligent and impartial Inquirers: For (1) It's 
evident, that Janſen rejeted the terme Predetermination as 
maintained by the Demimicans, not the thing it elf as aſſerted 
by Auguſtin: Thus in his Auguſt. Tom. 3. 1. 2. c. 22. pag. 77, &c. 
he proves, *© That there is to manner of ſpeech among the Schole- 
© men ſo efficacious and pregnant to expreſle Predetermination 
© by, but Avg«/ti: uſeth the ſame to illuſtrate Gods efficacious 
© concurſe, d Tom. 3. 1.8. c. 1. p. 343. he acknowledgeth, 
© That thoſe learned men the Dominicans have reached the Mar- 
©row of Divine Adjutorie, and thence the true opinion of Ax- 
© ouſtin, Again, cap. 3. p. 346. he ſaith expreſlely, that herein Me- 
Eeinal Adjutorie agrees with phyſic Predetermmation, that the 
office of phyſically edetermining the wil doth truely belong unto it, aud 
it may erermed by tht nave taken not only in the abſtr ; but alſo 
in the concrete. Whence in the ſame —_— he uſeth the ver 
terme of phyſic Predetermination to exprelle efficacious Concurſe 
by, albeit not in the ſame manner as it is uſed by the Scholemen. 
So that it's evident, he was not averſe from the thing, albeit he 
but ſeldome uſed the terme to avoid the cavils of Scholaſtic 
Theologues, asalſo to confine himſelf to the termey uſed by An- 
gvſtin. (2) That reverend Divine among vs, who makes uſe 
of Fanſeniw's name eqpint phyſic Predetermination, dath yet 

nt, that Fanſenius held, the exiſtence of ſin to be neceſſary 4s a 
Paniſhmen, Wherein he oppoſeth Fanſemus, and alſo Augeftin, 


who held, that ſin as @ puniſbment, was willed and cauſed by God, as 


before. (3) Fanſenius Auguſt. de $atu Nat. 1 4c 21.p. 
264. CO us, he's men un their lapſed ſtate, before Faith be in- 
troduced, are under the captivitie , and can do nothing but ſin; 
which captivitie is the ſame with 6 4. foreſaid neceſſitie m3 got 
ns committed by unbelievers are ſaid to be neceſſary, and 
erefore they have no power to abſtain from ſim. And Tom. 3. &de 
Grat. Chriſti, 1. 10. he ſtoutly malate theſe following aſferti- 

2 Ons 
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ſentiments 


The Janſeniſts. ſentiments. Book IN. 
ons about: Reprobation , which clearly cvince Gods efficacious 
predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. [17] He 
proves, cap. 2. pag.420: That Gods negative Reprobation is alſo ps. 
ſntive. [2] Hedemonſtrates, cap. 4: pag. 423. That the cauſe of 
Reprobation , according to its comparative conſideration, 5 the abſolute 
wil of God, This is owned by reverend Mr. Baxter, ( athol. Theol, 
part. 3. Seb. 7. $.22: pag. 93. in' thefe words: [7anſenins's Do. 
Crine is that? the Rerakaties of men was by Gods pofitive abſolute 
wil, of men in orsginalſin, and the effelt of it excecation and obdura. 
tion, This being his proper opinion , it neceſſarily follows, that 
he aſſerted Gods predeterminative concurſe to the entitative a&t 
of ſin: for, as it is granted by Strang, and others, efficacious 
predetermination always follows as a neceſſary conſequent of ab. 
ſolute predefinition : it God abſolutely decrees- to leave men to 
in, it neceſſarily follows , that he- efficaciouſly determine men to 
the entitative aCt of ſin. [3] He goes higher than moſt of our 
Divines dare do in this point, in aſſerting, cap. 5. pag. 424. That: 
damnation, excecation, obduration are the oft; of Reprobation. But: 
m cap. 7. pag. 427. he anſwers the objeCtion of ſuch , that argue 

ence, That God hes 4n wait to deftroy ſuch as are reprobated ; allit. 
ring us-, that the ſamer only.is the culpable criminal canſe' of His own 
damnation. And cap. 10. pag. 433:he demonſtrates, That Repre 
bates are not created unto damnation , 5.e, damnation as ſuch is not 
the end of their creation : which ſufficiently vindicates the holy 
God from being the cauſe of their ſin or damnation. 

As for the Janſenifts, that they-are of the ſame perſuaſion with 
the Dominicans as touching our Hypotheſis, is evident from their 
conceſſions to the Jeſuites in-their Treatie begun Febr. 18; 1663. 
mentioned in the R gfatation of Pere Ferrier, Chap.6. alſo Idea of 
Fanſemiſme, pag. 82. The ſum was this : The Biſhop of (omenye, 
a friend of the Janſeniſts, propoſed this as an expedient to recon- 
Cile the two Parties,: That the Fanſemſts declare , that they had no 
other ſentiment about this mater, but what was taught by the Thomiſts, 
And'becauſe ſome of the Thomiſts flie higher than others ,- the 
Jeſuites demanded , That the Fanſenifts ſhould reduce themſelves to 
the forme of ſpeech uſed by Alfrarez. So that it ſeems the Janſenilts 
in the point of- efficacious Concurſe are looked on by the Jeſuites 
(as indeed they are) as thoſe that went beyond the very Do- 
minicans. The Janſeniſts replied , © That the doctrine of Fanſe- 


* zi was nat- different from that of the Thomiſts , albeit'it was - 


© not 


Cup. 4 The ſentiments of Reformed Divines. 
«not his deſigne to render himſelf conforme to them, but to Au- 

fin. And the true reaſon why the Janſeniſts do not maintain 
greater correſpondence with the Dominicans,,is , not their diffe- 
rence in dpQtrine, but becauſe many of the Dominicans have by a 
Spiris of Gabal, or of FaCtion joined with the Jeſuites. 

Laſtly, that our Hypotheſis, rouching Gods efficacious Concurſe to The Roman Ca: + 
al altions, even to-ſuch as have ſin appendent to them, was generally techiſme. 
owned , not only by ſingle Sects or Parties, but by tte generalitie 
of the Roman Church , before the riſe of the Jeſuites, is evident 
from the Doctrine of the Roman Carechiſme , publiſhed by the 
command of the Council of "Trent ; where in the explication of Non folim De- 
the Apoſtles Crecd, about the end of the firſt Article, pay, 1. cap.2. 5 untverſa que 
g. 20: pag. 23. (edi. 1619.) we find this great teſtimonie to con- OR 
firme our Hypotheſis : God deth not - only-preſerve and adminiſtrate atqz admimi- 
althings that are by his providence , but alſo doth .by an-intime virtue, ſtrat, verdm e- 


impel thoſe things that are moved and do att any thing , to motion an mos t 


altion ; ſo that albeit he doth not impede the efficience of ſecond cauſes, "7." x agut 
yet he prevents them , in as ——— moſt . pil reacheth unto nd, ER 
althings;, and as the Wiſe-man teſtifies, Wild. 8, 1. He reacheth from rum arg; a&io- 
one end to another mightily, and ſweetly doth order althings. - Wherefore nem'ita impel- 
it is ſaid by the Apoſtle, ACt. 17.21. Fir in him we live , and move, \* ut quamvis 
and have our being. What could have been ſaid moreclearly and — 
fully for the aſſerting a predeterminative Concurſe to al ations extjam nonim- 
and motions of the creature, even ſuch as have ſin annexed to pediat, prave- 
them ? And by whom is this Doctrine taught ? By the Council of nat ramen,cim 
Trent , which is the ſtandard and meaſure of the Roman Faith, © occuluſſ- 
and no greatfriend to the Doctrine of Chriſt. Is it not ſtrange A 
then, that Reformed Drvines, yea ſuch as would be accounted $:4;m.g. 1, 
Calviniſts, cannot allow the efficacious Concurſe of GodTo much 44. 17. 
as Trent-Papilts allow ? , 

$. 3. We have ſeen how far the Latin Fathers and thoſe who 1i- The ſentiments of 
ved inCommunion with the Roman Church have openly efpouſed Xeformed Di- 
oor Hypotheſis; let us now deſcend to Reformed Theologues,and © 
examine what their ſentiments have beenhereof. And here indectl - 
we have anample field to exſpatiate in, albeit our Adverſaries 
the new Methodiſts would confine us to a ſmal number of Adhe- 
rents. We ſhal begin with Fob» Wiclef, our firſt Engliſh Apoſtolic nice.” * 
Reformer,” who: following Bradwardine his Collegve in this, as in 
many other points about Grace, aſſerted , That as God peteſſirates 
the ſuturitions of inſtants, ſo alſo he neceſſitates al the events which - 

. tho ' 


thoſe inſtants are futures, Art. Conſtant. damnat. 278. Again, he 
held, That God neceſſtates al ative creatures to each of their aft;; 
45 Walden, tom.-1. cap. 21. pag-35.&c 23: P48: 37: alſo Wideforg, 
p42. 240, 248. Again he allerted, to whatever Gods perm 
ſton reached, to that alſo his attual volition reached; as Walden, tom,, 
| p42. 39. Which clearly demonſtrates our Hypotheſis. | 
(Calvin, But we paſſe on to Fob Calvin , whom lome new Mcthodiſty 
particularly Strangins , would force into their Campe. T 
Strang. pag. 384, 554. where he endeavors to take off [avi fr 
.our Partie : but he that looks into Calvin: Inſtitutions, /. 1. c, 1 
wil find our aſſertion not only nakedly owned, but fully explica, 
ted and demonſtrated , and that by a multitude of ſcriptural ig, 
Taterdum bong ſtances. Particularly he proves, (1) That God wils the exifteng 
wvoluntate ho- of mens ſins ; ſo that things repugnant to Gods wil of precept, are 
minem velle & brouobt about by his efficacious wil of Decree and Providence. ( 2.) 
S964, quad. Gads permiſſion of ſin is not otioſe, but attive and energetic. (3) The 
Rurſus fieri poſ- Gods providence moder ate: and orders the ſins of men. And he 
ut idem ve- cludes the Chapter with this ſeaſonable caution :- © As for thoſe 
homo yo- © to whom this Doftrine of Gods judicial induration may ſeem 
lunare wall, * rigid, let them buta little think , how tolerable their moroſitie 
2 op _ * may be, who reject a thing atteſted by ſuch clear teſtimonies gf 
uf,  *Scripture, becauſe it excedes their capacitic , and count it a 
* crime to bring $0 light things, which if God did not know tobe 
© profitable for our knowlege, he would never have reveled them 
© by his Prophets and Apoſtles. So in other parts of his Works, 
as Reſp. pe , de Libr. Arbitr, M4: 225. alſo Trad. 
occulta Des providentia, he clearly aſſerts 
Potheſis. This is wel taken notice of by judicious Davenant , in 
his Animadverſions on Geds love, &C.p.322. *It is, ſaith be, Calvins 
Opinion, de occult. Dei provident. reſp. ad 2. {ſens Ade non fortu- 
(| tam efſe, ſed occulto Dei decreto ordinatum. foreſaw Aden 
\/ / «al x'be bad gownr to have hindred it, but he would nat, be 
/ © cauſe himſelf haddecreed otherwiſe, This is the effect of Cgþ 
| © ins dottine. Butas for the involving of men un ſin and damne- 
| © tgon out of hu only wil and aſure , theſe are con vents falſe 
I | © inferred upon { aluys Doki by himſelf diſclaimed,e+c. 
| Zwick, ""Hlawrrmietr Zamghw fayored this opinion of Gods cfficaci 
Concurſe to the entitative aCt of ſin, 15 ſufficiently evi 
thoſe great reproches which the Papiſts lode him with for it 
which he wiped of with this anſwer, © That the ſame aQtio 
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demonſtrates our Hy. | 
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"Chap. 4 The ſeutiments of Reformed Diviner. 
"** which is finful in regard of man, is not ſo in regard of God, be- 
- «cauſe he is not under the ſame Law-with man. Thus Baronine, 

aphyſ. Seft. 8. Diſput. 3. $. 87. pag. 152. The third mode, faith 
"Ps peculiar to Tninglius , who -teacheth, that God exciting the wil 
to 41 evil objelt doth not ſin, becauſe God hath no Law ſet to him, but 
mar bath. ak _—_ Buaromus EY ; That _- = hath no 
Law ſet to bim or, ath a Law. ſet to bim by his own 
rata not to tal ty or wooky with men, This nk , al- 

"though borrowed from Befarmine, is now become commun with 
oor Adverſaries, yet without the leaſt ſhadow of reaſon ; for they 


' & but beg the queſtion, in ſaying, That God: hereby. deals 5njuſtly 


or cruelly with bis creature. As: for Zianglinrs proper ſentiments. 

#bont Gods exciting and applying the wils of men to the entita- 

tive ats of ® they are fully and clearly laid down in his Book de 

dentia Dei, cap.6.tom. 1. of his Workes, pag. 365. Seeing 4 

Law given to man, he always ſins, when he attes againſt the Law 

albeit be neither be; nor love , nor operate, but in God, and from God, 

und by God : But what God workgs by man i turned to man for ſin, but: 
not-in like manner to God : for man is under a law, but God 5s free ——- 

Therefore one and the ſame wickedneſſe , ſuppoſe adulrerie or homicide, Unum igitur- 
a from Gadthe Author , Motor, and Impulſor, it- is a work,, not @ tg; idem faci- 
crane, but as it is from man, ſo it is a crime and wickedneſſe : for God 7s, quantum 
i not bound up by law, but man is condemned by law. Thus he pro. RB! Eſt Aucho- 
cedes to illuſtrate by many exemples, of David, &&c. Thence, tmpulors 5 
pg. 367 he inftanceth in the induration of Pharaoh, &c, where- pus eſt, crimen 
ia note, (1) That he cals God the Anthor, Motor, and Fupulfor of non eſt ; quan- 
the at ;/ which muft be underſtood, not morally, but pbytically, *=,autem ho- 
as he excites and applies the wil to its a&t. (2) That he frees 799 ct, cri- 
God from being the Author or moral cauſe of the fin, becauſe be «eg. Me en 
ates not againlt any law: a diſtinftion which was valid in his lege non tene- 
time, atheit ſcoffed at now-a-days even by Reformed Divines, yea tw, hic aurem. 
Catyiniſts. Neither was this diſtinftion coined by Zuinghus, as 8* criamdam-. 
Fellermine and others would fain perfuade, but in uſe long befare j,gu”, 276: 
Znuinghns, by Scotns, Armmenſis, and other ſcholaſtic Theologues, jag. pe = 
who o—_ herein.. Thns Scotus, in Sent. 2. Diſt. 37. 
Dueft. 2. ſaith, The ſeme aftion is ſinfal in regard of the create wil, 
but not as to Gods concurſe , quia voluntas creata debet reftitudinem 
ons tribnere, Deus auntem non debet, becauſe the create wil is under 


obligation or law, to give revtitude tothe ation, but. Godiis 
ore.. 


How. 


""Lhamiers Defence of ogr Hypotheſir: Bock] 
How deeply Bez was engaged in the defence of our Hypathe 
fis is ſofficiently evident by his Controverſies in this Pot :__ 
Trattat. Thaeolog. vol. T. pag. 313, &c. in anſwer to the calumai 
of Heſhuſius about the brovidence of God, he faith, (1) That w 
event ever happens otherwiſe than God decrees : which he demon. 
ſtrates from the Omnipotence. of God, Thence he procedes, 
(2) todemonſtrate, That albeit God wil, and know , and decree ol. 
things in the world, yet that he is not the Author of ſin. SO pag. 315. 
(3) He proves, That Gods permiſſion of ſin is not idle or merely we. 
gative. This hedemonlſtrates, pag. 317. from the vendition of 
" Foſeph;, the robbing of Fob; the raviſhing of Davids wives 
Abſolon Davids numbering the people and Gods inciting his 
heart thereto; Shimer's curling of David; the defection of the 
'ten Tribes from Rehoboam, &c. (4) He procedes , pag. 319. to 
the fal of Adam , which he aſlertes to be from the decree and or. 
-Eination of God, &c. The ſame Controyerfie he manageth 4 
- gainſt Caftelio, de eterna Det predeſtinatione,p.z60.where he proyes, 
That Adams fal was decreed and determined by God. The like, 
. p42. 401. where he proves, That God doth not compel men to fm, 
or inſuſe ſin into them, but juſtly and rightly incite their wils to the en. 
titative afF which is good. This he confirmes by -the induration of | 
Pbaraoh, and Gods making uſe of wicked inſtruments for the pi 
niſhment of men. That Calvin: and Beza did fully eſpouſe ow 
Hypotheſis isevident nat only by the oppoſition of Bellarmine and- 
his ſeCtators, but alſo by that of Arminus, who objeftes the very 
ſame things againſt them, as are objected againſt us, nancy 
That God ordained that vx5) gray fal and become vitioſe : by 
opinion, ſaith he, God ss the Author of Adams fal and ſin : of 
which ſee Strangins, hb. 3. cap. 2. pag. 554. And indeed al the 
Helvetian Churches to this very day.continue very orthodox and 
Zeloſe againſt al the Arminian Dogmes , in this as in other 
points; which ſufficiently appears by their new Articles lately 
added to their Confeſſion, and ſigned by their Miniſters and Pro- 
. feſſors, for -thecondemning the new method of Amyraldes, and 
- - others ia the French Churches. 
"Chawiers De- Tat not only the German and Helyetian, but alſo the French 
Fence of ow By. Churches in their firſt Reformation fully maintained our Hypo. 
;Potheſs. theſis, is moſt evident by the moſt elaborate, acute, and demon; 
ſtrative determinations of great Chawwer, the greateſt light that 
ever France Reformed had, Calvin only excepted, who in his p- 
| rat. 
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| fr. Cathol. tom. 2. lib. 3. gives us a copioſe , diſtin&t.g,and con- 
© viſtive deciſion of this Controverſie as then agitated bythe Cal- 


FnF 


pub The Tefiwowie-of Lud, Crocus: a9 © 


.,viniſts and Jeſuites ; which.anſwers exaCtly to-our pr tht Con- 
troverſie-with the new Methodiſts, He titles this Book , Qf the 
Author of ſm : and proves, cap. 1. That the Reformed Divmes do 


 .not make God the Author of ſin, albeit the Jcſuites accuſe Calvin, 


Martyr, and Beza therewith. Thence, cap. 2. he layes down the , 
opinion of che Refarmed Divines, namely , That al aftions both # - 
ſinful and good are to be referred to the aftuoſe providence of God, 
"Which he demonſtrates by Shime:'s curſing Dawd, Abſoloms inceſt, 
'&c. Whence, cap. 3. ol proce on to the Papiſts opinion touch- - 
ivg the Providence of God about ſin, which they make to be oa- 
ly by feculative, idle permiſſion, as ſome new Methodiſts, Cap, 4. he 
| es to prove, That God wils the exiftence of ſin. Wherein - 

e anſwers Bellarmines Objections againſt (alvin and Beza as to Y 


\ this point.. Cap. 5. he paſſeth on to the ſecond Argument of the - 


Calviniſts, namely, That men are in their ſinful aits the inſtruments 
" God. - Thence, cap. 6. he deſcends to their third Argument, 
om Gods excecation and induration of mens hearts : wherein he di- 


ſtintly opens the Scriptures about induration. Whence, cap. 7. 


he comes to their fourth Argument, from Gods energie 1n ſinful 
; which he demonſtrates both rationally and ſcripturally, 
And thence, cap. 8. he gives us eLuuſtins opinion conſonant to 


* Calvigs herein./ Whence in the following Chapters, 9,10, 11,12. 


he anſwers the ObjeCtions and Arguments of the Papiſts ,- where- 
they endeavor to prove , That. the Caluiniſts make God the Aw 
of fin : which imputations are ſtil faſtened on .us by the: Ar- 
minians and new Methodiſts. | | 
. We may adde hereto the ſentiments of Lu./ovicus Crocing , Pro. The Tetimonie of 


- fefſar at Breme, and a ber of the Synod of Dore, who Manany Lud. Crocius. 


ſpines, ſpecially that of mdHle Science and univerſal Grace, fol. 
the new method , yet in this of Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate 


; mater of ſin, ſeems orthodox and concurrent to Catuins Doftrine, 


. 


Soin his D as Diſfertat;. Exegetic. De voluntate Dei, Difſert. x 
8. theſ. 74. __ 5. fare 4 els us, © That the. fun moe of ran... 
«clearing God from being the Author of (in is the diltinttion of yer june 
Othe material 09 formal art of ſin, hamely of the at;on and the malition)Deus 
© itioſitie , which is in the ation : for char, not ehis, he wils and vulr ac decer- 
£ decrees ; and*his, not-thar, he permits. And his reaſon is in- 2!** banc, non 
vincible : © for otherwiſe there _ be an ation independent a, Free 
© as 


= 
. 
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as to Gd, and the efficacious providence of God ſhould be ge. 
tied h is Epicurean. And then, theſ. 99. pag. 426. he tels 
us, as to the att of the Divine wil: about ſim , the Scripturts 

« ſeem ko contradict themſelves, in that ſome Scriptures aſſure ng, 

© that God doth nos wil ſin, but hate it , with thoſe that commit it, ag 
«Pſal.5.5,6, 7. Zach. 8, 17. and yet other Scriptures ſay, tha 

s *God wils, creates, and effetts ſins, as Eſa.45.7. Lam. 3. 37,8, 
Amos 3.6, Then he ſolves theſe ſeeming contragictions,by diſtin. 
gviſhing between the ai# and the wircoſirre of the act: alſo' be. 


- -<eween the at as it procedes from God, and as frony the Creature ; 


/ 
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©laſtly between the decreeing wil of God, and the preceptive wil 
«God. Whence he concludes, % 100, thus : Foe God 
<.wils and produceth the act, as an act, of it ſelf indifferent tomg. 
© ral bonitie and evil, cc. And he addes, theſ. 101, © That this 
at in itſelf effentially good ,, even as- it is contaminated by the 
creature, God wils it ag a puniſhment, and uſcth it as an ordain- 
ed convenient means for the beſt ends.. The hke the. 112. p.430. 
where he ſhews, how.God wils ſin , not as ſim , but as a puniſhmen, 
&c.. of: which more fully hereafter , Chap. $5. 5, Theſe ſenti- 
ments of Lud. Crocire | rather chuſe to cite, uſe he, in other 
points, follows the new method , and is cried up by ſome of that 


te.. 
Fs for the __— of the Synod of Dore tonching our Hy. 
potheſis , it-is ſufficiently evident by their Determinations, as. 
alſo by the oppoſitions the Arminians made againſt them in this. 
point, both whiles- they ſate, and afterwards... 'I am not- igno- 
rant, that ſome of our Adverfaries are ſo, configent as to cite the 
Synods teſtimonie in favor of their Antithefis ;. _ is ſo falk 
an imputation, as that I judge no intelligent impartial Reader can 
give credit to it. . There needs-no more to. evince *the Synods 
concurrence with ns in this point}, than their ſtont defence of a 
olute Repr obation ;, of which ſee Davenams Animadvyer fiony on'Gods 


' We might adde almoſt an infinitnde of Teſtimoriies fromtRE. 
formed Divines, Chnrches, and Synods-for the confirmation of 
our Hypotheſis : but in what remains we fat confine our ſelves to 
the ine and Teſtimonie of the Claxech of Exyland, and thoſe 


renowned Profeſſors of Theologie who have: mainfained and vin- 
dicated onr Hypotheſis. The Church of Engiand as to Doctrine 


mabibed*,. even in het firft_Reformation', the fentiments of 


gu F —_—__ a>. M@o 


Protege rt(, 
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and Germenie ;, albeit as to Diſcipline ſhe ſtuck unto Epiſcopal 
Jurifdiftion. This is evident by that noble deſigne of Granmer 
and our firſt Reformers, to reduce the Doctrine of al the Refor. 
Churches; unto one Confeſſion. I ſhal here only cul out a 
refimons of ſome great Profeſſors of Theologie both in 
Oxford and Cambridge , who were of an Epiſcopal Judgement as 
to Diſcipline, yet tour Champions for our Hypotheſis, 

We ſhal begin with Davenarr, a great Maſter of Reaſon, and ,,,,,,,,.. 
one that went as far as he could, and I think, as far as any ought, 
in compliance with thoſe of the New Method ; -yet he ſtil afſert- 
ed, and with great ſtrength of reaſon defended abſolute Reproba- 
tion and Gods predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. 
Thus in his Determinations, when Profeſſor of Theologie at Cam- 
bridee, Qneft. 22. * In evil atts, faith he, God hath decreed to 
* permit the event, to concur with the Agent as an univerfal Mo- 
*tor, and laſtly to order the event itfelf according to that of Huge, 
' de ſacy. fid. lib. 1. cap. 13. God wils that fin be , and yet he wils not 
' ſn, 5. e. with a wil of approbation. So Qxeſt.2F. pag. 118. he 
grants, That Gods decree to permit ſin is efficacious, fo a: to extratt 

ood ont of it, But he fpeakes more fully for the defenſe of our 
Hy hefis, in his Lnimadverſions on Gads lave to mankynd; pag.7 2. 
* But thoſe who derive the evil ations of men from their own 
* free wil as the proper efficient caufe, and the exiſting or coming 
® of ſuch ations #7 eventam 4 Decreto Des permitteme & ordinante, 
”are innoerroratal. But if any fſhal go about to ſet mans wil 
— , and to tie up ſhort the decreeing and determini 
* wil of God // as if this had not the determining ſtroke amon 
* al poffible evil ations or events, which ſhal infallibly be, and 
* which ſhal infallibly not be, he may avoid the ſuſpicion of Stes- 
® cifme and (chezſme , but he wil hardly avoid the ſuſpicion of 
” Arhziſme. For the greater number of mens ations being wick- 
*edand evil, if theſe come into att without Gods determinate 
* counſel and decree, human affaires are more over-ruled by mans 
* wil, than by Gods. What could be faid more acutely and di- 
ſtinttly for the demonſtration of our Hypotheſis ? He here aſ- 
ſertes, (1) That the exiſtence of evil attions 15 from Gods detvee per- 
mitring and ordering of them. (2) That Gods decreeing wil doth 
determine [or predetermine? al poſſible evil aftions or events, which 


al infallibly be. And do or need we allert more than this? And 
| S 2 frequent- 


£34 


Ward. 


The" Church of England:: 
trequently in that Baok Davenart aſlertes and demonſtrates, Thas 
the decree of Reprobation i abſolute, determining ſinful atts and event, 
yet ſo ar that it leaves no man under a com Ion to ſin. SOpap.253, 
he faith, Gods deerees carrie with them a neceſſitie of infallibilitie 
tv the event, but not" a neceſſitie of compulſion. as to the manner of alting. 
And elſewhere he frequently inculcates, That let Reprobation i; 
abſolute on conditional, it leaves the ſame poſſubilitie and the ſame liber. 
tie to the Agent. SO pag. 333, $40, 341, 351,.360. Yea, he proves, 
That the Arminians muſt , and do grant. immutable abſolute decrees, 
which admit the ſame objeftions and difficulties , as thoſe of the Antiax- 
minians. SO pap. 354; 400, 418, 419. Laſtly he proves, That 
Snfallible preſerence granted by the Arminians infers as much a neceſſtie 
on the wil; as abſolute Reprobation, aſſerted by the Calviniſt:. Sop 418, 
419, 442, 462. oe 
Davenant was ſucceeded by Samuel Ward, Doctor of Divinitie, 
and Margare# Profeſſor of Cambridge ;,. a perſon- of great natural 
acumen , and deep inſight into. the main points in-Controverſie 
between us and the —_ as it appears by his acute and learned 
Determiriations and Preleftions publiſhed by Dr. Seth Ward, 
With what clear lights and heats he defended our Hypotheſis is 
fully manifeſt-by his-24. Determination, pag. 11 5, where he ſtout: 


_ ly demonſtrates this Theſis , That the toncurſe of God doth not taky 


away from things their proper moze of operation ;, according to that 
Aur (though > aqua. 9 Book) Wiſd. 8. f WWdoms 
[mthe wiſe Providence of: God). reacheth from one end to the other 
mightily, and yet orders althings ſweetly, He, firſt ſtates the Con- 
troverſie, ſhewing how the Remonſtrants fal in with the Jeſuites, 
Belkermine, Molina, Leſſime, &c. in aſſerting only a. ſimultaneom im- 
mediate concurſe-of God with the ſecond cauſe upon its attion and ifeft, 
yer fo, that al the modification and determination of the att , ſpecially in 
fee ations, be from the ſecond cauſe, as pag. 116, Contrary whereto 
he afſertes, (1)- That the concurſe of God with ſecond cauſes , even 
ſich as are free, ts an antecedaneous influxe upon the very ſecond cauſes 
themſelves, moving and applying them to ther work, This he demon- 
ſtrates both by Scripture and Reaſon. The Scriptures-he cites are 
Eſa. 26. 12. 1-(or. 12: 5,6. Eph. 1..11. Rom. 11.36. His Rea- 
fons are cogent, namely from Gods prime cauſalitie, the inſkramental 
concurſt of al ſacond cauſes, the dependence.of the human wil, &c, (2) 
'He allertes; pug. 117.. That this previous concurſe of God the foſt 
Cahſe doth, according t9 its. mode, mod:fig and determine al tbe. _” 
IIS 
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ye 
of i ſecond cauſes. This, which is fully coincident with our Hy- 
potheſis, he invictly demonſtrates, *[1] becauſe the Divine wil 
determines itſelf for the produCtion of every the moſt ſpecial 
» and ſingular effect ; therefore it is not determinable by any in- 
»ferior cauſe, as the influence of the Sun isz. [2] Becauſe as mans 
"free wil determines althings ſubjCt toit , ſo much more effica- 
*cioully doth the Divine wil determine al create things ſubject 
'toit. (3) Hedemonſtrates the ſame from the ſupreme Perfe- 
* tion of Divine Providence , whereunto it belongs determina- 
tively to wil and predefine al and ſingular things which are 
»done in time, and to deſtine the ſame to thoſe ends.intended by 
itſelf, as alſo to move and applie al ſecond cauſes. to- their deter- 
» minate effefts. [4] Becauſe otherwiſe the concurſe and deter- 
» mination of free-wil ſhould be exemted from the modification 
» of Divine Providence z and ſo God ſhould not have a Provi- 
» dence over althings in.particular, but only in cormmun : for, as 
Thomas, pag. 1. 4-22. teacheth , The Divine providence extendes 
Fon'y to thoſe things, unto which the Divine cauſalitie extendes': where- 
*fore if God doth not determine the concurſe. of free-wil, he wil 
> not have a providence, but only a preſcience thereof in particu- 
lar, as pag 18. Thence (3) he allertes and demonſtrates, That 
this anteredaneous concurſe of God on ſecond cauſes modifying their 
aitions, rakes not away from them their proper mode of operating. This 
he addes to clear up the conciliation of efficacious predetermina- 
tive concurſe with human libertie, and he doth it with a marvel- 
lous dexteritie and ſagacitie, withal ſhewing, that the Moliniſts 
2nd Remonſtrants, with Cicero , make man ſacrilegions, whiles they 
endeavor to make him free.. And Determiat. 26, pag. 132. touch- 
ing abſolute Reprobation he ſaith, that its the antecedent, but 
not the cauſe of mens ſin. Laſtly, what his ſentiments were touch- 
ing efficacious predeterminative concurſe, is to be ſeen in his moſt 
acute-Clernm, de Gratia diſcriminante. 

From Cambridre we might paſſe on. to Oxford+, and without 
much difficultie T carats ,. that al the principal Profeſſors of 
Theologie cver ſince the Reformation have chearfully eſpouſed 
and ſtrongly defended our Hypotheſis againſt the Jeſuites and Re- 


monſtrants. Our learned and famoſe George Abbot, in his Queſtio George Abbot; 


nes ſex , PreleF. &c. cap.6.. diſculſeth this very Queſtion, e-4 
Deus fit Author peccati, Whether God be the Author of ſm? And 


p4g. 207, he givey us this diſtin&t deciſion of the whole: 4. 7s 
the. 


"Such as dewie Gods Conturſe, vc. Book 
- »#he very attions, -which on mans part are vitioſe, the divine finge 

EN plainly ſhines forth , but ſo that God be the motor and imp 
[marque that terme which notes the higheſt Predetermination} 
of the aftion and worke;, but not of the obliquitie or curvitie in alting ; 
or God excites (i. e. predetermines 7] the ſpirits of wicked men ty | 
attemt ſome things, &c. And he cites for it that great Effate of | 
Angaſtin, de Predeſt. Sanctor, Quod mals peccant pſorum eſt ;, quod | 
vero peccando hoe vel illud agunt, ex virtmte Dei tenebras, prout wi. | 
ſum eſt, drvidentis, &c. What the Sentiments of pious and learn- 

Dr. Holland, ed Dr. Holland, Regins Profeſſor of Divinitie, and Dr. Pride. 

Prideaux, aux his Succeſſor, were, is ſufficiently evident by their warm 7zele 

—_— againſt the Arminians. As for Dr. Barlow late Margaret Profeſſor, 

he has ſufficiently declared his aſſent and conſent to our Hype. 
theſis, in x Exercitatio 7 de _—_— Cn 7. Rat. 3. aw 
he proves, That it 5s impoſſible there ſhould be a te create Ex- 
nite which is not from Gul the Author of al c—_—_— to con- 
clude this Head, it is very evident, that not only the Profeſſors 
of Theologie, but alſo the Biſhops and Convocation, together 
with King James, were greatly oppoſite to Arminianiſme, and fo 
friends to our Hypotheſis : Yea in Biſhop Laud's time, when 
Arminianifme began to flouriſh, there were but five Arminian 
Biſhops, Laud, Neale, Buckeridge, Corber, Howſon, and Montagu, 
who eſponfed that Intereſt, as Dr. Heylin, in the Life of Biſhop 
Laud aſſures ns. By al which it appears molt evident, that not 
only Rutherford, Twiſſe, and Donnmcans, but the main bodie of 
Antipelagian and Reformed Divines have given their ful aſſent 
and confent to our Hypotheſis, for God's predeterminative Con 
curſe ro the ſubſtrate mater of Sin. 

Such as denit $.4. Having examined the Teſtimonies of ancient and later 
| Gods Conemſe Theolognes that concur with vs, let us now a little inquire into the 
p to the ſubſtrate qrjpine of the Antitheſis, and who they are by whom it has been 

mater of Jn. defended. The Antitheſis to our Theſts, namely, That God con- 
cars Not to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin, » So—_ aſcribed to Du- 
rand, as the principal founder thereof, who denied Gods im- 
mediate concurſe to aCtions, under this pretext, that hereby we 
make God the Author of mens Sins. But to ſpeak the truth, this An 
titheſis is much more ancient than Durand. ( apreolus in 4; d. 12, 
9. 1, a 1. afferts, That this was the Opinion of the e Manichees ; and 
eAquinas In 2. d. 37. 9.2.4. 2. faith, That it 33 next to the error 
the Manichees, who held two Principes, one of Good,and the other TR 
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And the reaſon why this Antitheſis is fathered on the Manichees 
is this, becauſe whoever denies God to be the cauſe of the ſub- 
te mater orentitative act whereto ſin is annexed, mult hold, 
| there 1/ſome real poſitive entitie in ſin whereof God is not the 
cauſe : wherice by conlequence ſuch muſt aſſert, That there are 
two firſt Cauſes, one of: Good, and the other of Evil, which was the 
error of Marcion and Hanes, who held, there were two firſt 
Principes, the one dvurdyeder, the ſupreme good, who was the cauſe 
of al good;, the other qurbzexoy, the ſupreme evil God, who was the 
cauſe of al evil. And certainly, they that maintain fin to be ac- 
cording to its formal reaſon ſomething poſitive or real, or that 
God is not the cauſe of the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, wil neceſſarily 
fal into the ſentiments of AMarcion and Manes. "Again, Hierony- 
mus, Epiſt. ad Cteſiphontem, makes this Antitheſis of Durandws Dicebar [Pela- 
to'be the Doctrine of Pelagius, who, ſaith he, held, That God gius) Deum, 
having once conferred free-wil, it ts not neceſſary that- he further ope- Collato ſemel 
rate with us : and he ſpeaks of natural operations, as of the mo- oo 
tion of the hand, &c. which was Durand«#s opinion. Though 1 14 gycrandum 
cannot but confeſſe, Zanſenius, Auguſt, Tom. 1.1. 5. c. 20. p. 119. non ele neceſ« 
tels us, the Pelagians granted, That God concurs to al tbe opera- farium. Hie- 
tions of the Wil, But the Conciliation of theſe two oppoſite Teſti. 797) 24 Cte-- 
monies is not difficult, in that the Pelagians- granted Gods con- [pb 
curſe to al operations in termes, but denied it in-effet and con- 


ſequences, as our Adverſaries now-a-days. _ Carleton, in 
aſſu 


tiis Philgſoph. Univerſ.. Diſput. 28: Set. 1. 5. 3. aſſures us, that the 
pinion of Dirandus was aſſerted and defended before him, by 


Nicolaus Bonetus, lib. 7. Theol. c. 7. and it is not improbable but 


it was alſo by ſome others. 
But yet it cannot be denied,. but that the principal Author of Durandus 4-- 


this Antitheſis was Darand:s; whence among the Scholaſtic 84#n{t Gods im-- 
Theolognes- it receives the Denomination of Durandſme, which _—_ Con=- 
they cal a'raſh, erroneous, dangerous error, little better than *7* 
Arianiſme. Zellarm. 1. 4. de Grat. & bb. Amb; faith, it is repug- 
nant tothe Scriptures, Teſtimonies of the Fathers, and manifeft 
Reaſon:. Suarez Metaph. Diſput. 22..Sett. 1. .n. 7. ſaith, It is er- 
roveons #2 Faith > & de (oncurſu, 1. 1. he aſſertes, That the opinion 

of Durand is not only reprehended, but alſo rejefted by al approved 
Theologues, as an error in Faith... Is it not ſtrange then, that Re. 
formed Divines, fo ſome of great yogue for Pictie and Learn- 

e 


_ / ing ſhould eſpouſe an. error ſo groſſe, and fo much decried by- 
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Papiſts themſelves ? But to give a convictive demonſtration, that 
thoſe who denie Gods Efficacious Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
of ſin really fal under the Imputation of Durandyſme , we are fit 
to examine what Durandws's opinion as to Gods Concurſe is, and 
hen whothey are who may be reputed his ScCtators, 

Durandus propoſeth his opinion, «2 ſentent. |. 2. Diſt. 1, Q.z. 
in theſe words, Urtrum Deus agat immediate 1n my attione Cre. 
ture, Whether God afts immediately in every attion of the (reatur, 2 
which he denies; and the princes! reaſons of his negation are 
theſe: (1) Becauſe then God ſbould be the author of Sin. . (2) Be. 
cauſe ſuch an immediate Concurſe _ buman libertie, in that it 
determines the wil,and fo puts an end to its Indiflerence : of which 
ſee Strangius, p. 142. So that indeed the very fame argument, 
which were-uſed by Durandus againlt immediate Concurſe, are 
uſed by our Adverſaries the New Methodiſts againſt predetermj. 
native Concurſe as to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin. And albeit 
the moſt of them profeſſe a great diſpleaſure againſt the Hypo. 
theſis of Durandas, yet, I mult freely declare-my mind, I cannot 
conceive how they can, without _ contradiction, defend 
their own, but by eſpouſing that of Durandxs, which a reverend 
Divine of great name among us profeſſedly doth 5 And that the 
moſt of-our Adverſaries, even among the New Methodiſts, who 
in profeſſion diſown it, fal under the imputation of Dar andiſme, 
we ſhal anon make evident, when we come to treat of their par. 
ticular ſentiments: at preſent take theſe Criteria or 'diſtinftive 
notes of Durand;ſme. (1) Al ſuchas aſſert a Divine Concurſeto 
the principe or ſubjeft only, and not immediate unto the Af, fal un- 
der the imputation of Durandiſme. This is wel obſerved by 
Strangius, I. 1. c. 10.p. 57. where he tels us, That thoſe who allow 
only a (oncurſe to the ſecond Cauſe, moving it to att, without a conti- 
nued concurſe to the attion, fal into the error of Durandus. Herein 
Durandas is followed by Aureolus, a profeſſed abettor of Du- 
randiſme. Thus alſo RR and a Divine of name among 
our ſelves. (2) Al thoſe who hold only a general immediate con- 
curſe to the. att, ſuch as is determinable by the mater it workgs on, as 
the Influence of the Sun u by its mater, are deſervedly branded with 
the black note of Durand;ſme, Thus Baronius, together with the 
Remonſtrants and Moliniſts. (3) Al ſuch as denie every rea! 
Being or Entitie to be from God by an immediate efficience, juſtly fal 
under the marque of Durandiſme. Thus Camero, and our Adver- 
ſaries 
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© faries generally, who denie that God doth efficaciouſly concur 
to the ſubſtrate mater of Acts intrinſecally evil. (4) Al thoſe 


who affirme, That «« m__ no contradittion for God to. makg "a 
creature which ſhal att without immediate concurſe, mult neceſſarily 
ſymboliſe with Durandzs. This is acknowledged by Baronins, 
eMetaph. Seft, 8. Diſp. 3.5. 61. p. 131. where he brings in this 
as the Second argument for Durandxs, That God can groe to the 
creature a power to att without his concurſe, ſithat this snvolves no 
contradiition, To which he anſwers wel, in the Negative, that 
for, God to make ſach creatures as ſhould not depend on him 
in operation as wel as in eſſence, involves a flat contradiCtion, 
becauſe dependence in Eſſence and Operation is eſſential to 
the creature, This piece of Durandiſme Srrangins and others 
ſem chargeable with, as hereafter, in our account of Stren- 


5 But we deſcend to the particular Sets, who oppoſe our The- The 7eſuites and 
ſis, with endeavors to evince how far they fal in with the Hy. M#/nifts. 
potheſis of Durandus. And we ſhal begin with the Feſuites, whe 
now generally paſſe uader the name of e Holimfts, from ZLudov. 
Molina their chief Captain, who in his Concordia Lab. Arbity. 
cum Gratie dons, &c. Quezlt. 14. Diſp. 26. aſlertes, (1) That 
Gods immediate concurſe terminates not on the human wil by aPpoyine 
it to att, b:t only on the att it ſelf and effett. Whence, (2) That 
this Concurſe is not antecedent or previous as to the att, but only ſ6- 
mult aneous ; I.E. That God immedzate'y concurs together with the 
wil to the ſame aft, and conſerves the ſame: Thence, (3) That 
this immediate concurſe of God is not mmm cy at leaſt as to 
human atts , but only indifferent and determinable, like that of the 
Sun, Whence, (4) That as to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin, immeds- 
ate Concurſe dath no way determine the wil, or applie it to its att, but 
only snfluence the att in a general indifferent manner, ſo as the wil ftil 
bn indifference , and libertie of alting or not atting. 
h are the Sentiments of the Moliniſts or Jeſuites, wherein they 
e greatly gppoſed both by Dominicans and Janſeniſts : Thus 
anſenins, Auguſt. Tom.2. lb 6. ſingul. c. 14. p. 58. where he proves, 
That this ſimultaneous ( oncurſe confers no forces or aide to ſecond 
Agents, but only accommodates it ſelf to the forces of the create pow- 
er, &c. which ſufficiently demonſtrates the identitie of this opt 
nion with Durandiſine, albeit the avouchers of it oppoſe Duran 
dus with great vehemence. = 
t 
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Durandas. 


your _ 


Lud. a Dola 
bis following Friar, yet learned and acute, who eſpouſed the Hypotheſis of 


But of late there ſtarted up Ludovicus 4 Dola, a Capucine 


Durandus, as the only Medium for the reconciling thoſe two op. 
polite parties, the Dominicans and Jeſuites. His book he ter 

A Quadripartite Diſput ation, touching the mode how the Concurſe of 
God and the (reature ſtand in conjunttion for the produttion of free 
Atts, of a natural order, ſpecially ſuch as are wicked : He bends 
his Diſputation both againſt the Predeterminants, as alſo againſt 
the Aſſertors of Afiddle Science. His firſt part is general, ſtating 
the controverſie between the Jefuites, who aſſert a Middle Sce. 
ence, and the Dominicans, the Afſertors of Predetermination; 
and withal explicating the origine of the Controverſic from the 
preſuppoſed Immediation and real Identitie of the Devine and creatural 
'Coricurfe, His Second Part is againſt the Jeſuites, to demonſtrate, 
That a next, immediate and identific concurſe of God to al atls both 
good and bad cannot be defended by the artifice of their «Middle 
Science. In his third pare he afſputes againſt the, Dominican, 
proving, That God doth not concur with us to atts of a natural order, 
ſpecially ſuch as are wicked, by aphyſic Predetermination, and mare 
over by: an identific and ſimultaneous concurſe. - To his fourth and 
Jaſt patt he ſtablifheth and demonſtrateth; (with al the force of 
Arguments ſuch a ruinous foundation wil admit) the Hypothe. 
ſis of Durandus, That the general Concurſe of God to atts of ans- 
tural order, ſpecially ſuch as are wicked, © not proxime, immediate 
and identific, but remote, mediate, and rea'ly diſtintt from the aft 
of thecreatmre. This Hypotheſis he defends as the only expedi- 
ent for the conciliation of Divine Concurſe with human Libertie, 


the vindication of Gods Sacred Majcſtie from the' imputation 


of being the Author of Sin, and the putting an end to thoſe 
endleſs controverſies about Divine Concurſe. And I cangot but 
conceive my ſelf under an eſſential obligation freely to deliver 
my. mind in this point, that it is impoſſible for our Adverſaries, 
the New Methodiſts, or any others, to defend their Antitheſis 
againft us from apparent contradiftions and inconſiſtences with 
it felf, or to free themſelves from thoſe' blaſphemous Imputa- 
tions they charge upon us, unleſs they betake themſelves to this 
ſtratageme and ſubterfuge of Durandus and Lud. 4 Dola: and 
therefore 1 dono. way wonder, thata Divine of great name and 
Head of that partic among vs, doth openly declare his aſſent and 
conſent to this Hypotheſis of Durand, it being the only refuge 

to 
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to preſerve him and his Adherents from ſelf-contradiftion and 
condemnation. 


' Among the Reformed Churches, the firſt Impngnators of Arminius's Seg- 
q ypotheſis were the Remonſtrants, -communly ſhled Armi- 7%. 
ny, ir 


om Arminins, their firſt Fonnder, Profeſſor of Theolo- 

at Leyden, who began to diffuſe his Pelagian Infuſions abour 
_ year 1610, HisSentiments about Gods Concurſe to the ſub- 
ſtrats mater of ſinful acts he layeth down Diſputat. publica, Theſ. 
7. $. $, 94,30. p. 193. but more fully, Theſ. g. de juſtitia & effi- 
cacia Providentie Dei in malo, P: 198. where he diſtinguiſheth 
Gods efficience.about the act of ſin from that about its vitioſitie. 

is efficienge of God about fin he makes to be both about the 
beginning, progreſſe and conſummation of Sin. (1) As for Gods 
efhcience about the beginning of ſin he diſtinguiſheth it into 
[1] Impedition, both ſufficient and efficacious, whereby God puts 
an impediment to fin; and ['2] Permiſſion, which is contrary 


' to Impedition, the ſuſpenſion of al impediments, which might 


hinder the execution of Sin. The fundamen of this Permiſhon 
he makes to be mans Libertie, and Gods infinite Wiſdome and 
Power to bring good out of evil. (2) Gods Efficience about the 
progreſſe of Sin he placeth in Direion and Determination. [17] Di- 
rettion of Sin he makes to be an a of Divine Providence, 
whereby God doth moſt wiſely and potently dire& fin to what 
end he pleaſeth, paſſing on from one extreme to the other mightily, 
and yet diſpoſing alrhings ſweetly, according to that great effate of 
apocryphous Wiſdome, c, 8.v.1, [2] Determination he takes to 
be an act of Divine Providence, whereby God puts meaſures to his 
Permiſſion,and termes to ſin,that it run not into infinite,according 
to the pleaſure of the creature. (3) Gods Efficience about the 
conſummation and terme of Sin he placeth in Punition, and Remiſſion. 
As for Gods Concurſe to the Aft of Sin as naturally good, he doth 
craftily, according to his wonted mode in ſuch caſes, wave that 
difficult poiht : Yet in his Articles, De Peccati Cauſa Univerſe, P. 
779. he Scepticly urgeth the Arguments of our Antagoniſts, to 
prove, That we make (God the Author of Sin. But to ſum up A-r- 


' minius's Sentiments 1n this point, Albeit he placeth Gods Per- 


miſſion about Sin in a mere ſuſpenſion of Impediments, which is 
no way influential on the-A&t, yet in that he allows alſo a provi- 
dential Direfson and Determination of the Act to its end and 
due meaſures, we may thence evidently demonſtrate our Hy- 

T 2 Hypo- 


/ potheſis, that God predetermines the Wil to the entitative a& 
4 of Sin, of which hereafter, Chap. 5. 
The - Remon- —Arminius's Seftators uſually Itiled Remonſtrants, ( from their 
firants and - Remonſtrances in the Synod of Dore ) Grevincovins, Vorſtins, Eqs: 
#heir Seffatorie eopine, Corvinus,, &c. who being animated by many of the Civil 
iſtkrates of Holland, gave themſelves the confidence, but 
thoſe poor Churches the peſte, of divulging their Pelagian Poi- 
ſon ; which, by the interpoſuce of King Fames, (who was a 
profeſſed enemie to that faftion) occaſioned the Synod of Dort, 
An. 1618. where Divines out of England, Frarice, and Germanie 
reſorted, to put a period to thoſe Pelagian Dogmes. The Remon. 
ſtrants in oppoſition to that Synod, writ their Aa & Scripts 
Synodalia Dordracena, wherem they greatly 1impugne the Synods 
Determinations for Abſolute Reprobation, and Gods. Providence in 
ſinfub Aits, falſely charging on our Divines, (1) That they held, 
the Reprobate were deſtined to Incredultie, Impietie, and Sins, as the 
Means and Cauſes of Damnation. (2) That they made God the Aw 
ther of Sin, and the like, of which ſee Aa Synodalia, Scripta 
Remonſtrantium Dogmatica, P. 40, 41. I ſhal hare only adde, 
what is wel remarqued by Le Blano, Conciliat Arbit. Humani, 


©rectly follow the Jeſuites and Moliniſts in afferting a general 
© ſimultaneous indifferent Concurſe, ſuch as is determinable by the 
© cooperation of the human wil. 
*7he Anabaptits Theſe Remonſtrants,. from a. ſpirit of Cabal, to fortifie them- 
of Germanie ſelves agatnſt the Calviniſts, who overpowered them in the Sy. 
that fel inwith god, fel into a league offenſive and defenſive with. many German 
the Reon" Anabaptiſts, 'who thereupon drank in many. Pelagian and Armi- 
PRES nian Dogmes, particularly that of  Free-wil; which Infuſions have 
been ſince difiuſed throughout ſome , yea whole Churches of 
that Perſwaſion.in England. Iam not ignorant, that a great num- 
ber not only of Prateſiors but alſo Churches, who are for Re- 
baptizing, doyet keep themſelves unſpotted and untainted as to 
theſe Arminian Notions; and with theſe I have no controverſie, 
but particular love and kindneſs for many of them; albeit 1 
differ from them ia the point of Pedobaptiſme. But as for thoſe 
of that perſuaſion , who fight under Arminins's banner, they 
ſeemed moſt forward, after the breaking up of the Synod of 
Dort, to oppoſe the Calviniſts in their Luhas about Gods 
| Cancurle tothe ſubſtrate mater of Sin. And (that which deſerves 


43 The Remonftrauts and their Setatore. Book Ill = 


Theſ. 32. Þ. 434. * That theſe Arminians and Remonſtrants di. - 


a: 
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a particular remarque) the yery arguments that are now urged. 
againſt us by the New Methodiſts, were urged againſt the Synod: 


The New Methodiſts. 


of Dores determinations in this point by them, and that in the 


_ fame forme. Which is to be ſeen in a Dialogue of the Anabaptiſts, 


intituled, e4 Defcroption of what God bath predeſtinated concernin 
man, &c. wherein pag. 16. they have this very expreſſion, whic 
they impute 60 the Calviniſts, (as our Adverſaries impute the 


fame to us) namely, that they ſay, That God puniſheth man with - 


Hel-torments for doing thoſe things , which he himſelf hath predeſtina- 
ted, ordained, decreed, determined , appainted, willed ana compelled 
him to do ;, and that which a man cannot chrſe , but muſt needs do by 
the force and compulſion of his predeſtination. Are not the ver 

fame forged calumnies charged on us now-adays? See an excel- 
lent replie hereto, as to the reſt of their falſe imputations, by 


pions _ learned eHnſworth in his Cenſare upon this Dialogue, pag. 
21 42 Fo XC. 


%. 


143. 
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Bnt we deſcend now to our principal Antagoniſts, ſach as The New Methd«- 


would paſſe under the name of Calviniſts, and yet are profeſſed, 4s 


yea vehement oppugnators of our Hypotheſis.. Thus Le Blanc, 
l. Arbitr. Hun. Thef. 34. pag. 4.34. * But of thoſe Reformed 
* Divines, which ſubſcribe to the Synod of Dorr, ſome in this part 


' agree with the Moliniſts and Remonſtrants, neither do they ac-- 


* knowlege any other general concurſe of God with ſecond cau- 
' ſes, .than what is ſimultaneous and indifferent, whereby God 
* doth not influence the cauſe itſelf, but its aft, &c. He inſtanceth 
in Barone, Strangins, Amyraldus, &c. And what terme or title 


to give this new Set of Adverſaries more proper than New Me 


thodifts I know not, this being the ſoftelt title, and that which 
they ſeem to recreate themſelves in: ſome terme them down- 
_ eArmmans; and albeit conceive their Principes directly 
ſue from and tend to Ariminianiſme, yet I dare not lode them. 
with this reprochefnl ſtyle , becauſe they generally aſſert efficaci- 
ous Grace, I think we might terme them without injuſtice Sens 
arminians, (as the Semipelagians ot old, who refined Pelagianiſme) 
becauſe they aſſert conditionate Reprobation: and al the conſe. 
quents thereof: But yet becauſe nothing more becomes an oppo-. 
nent than candor and ingenuitie , therefore to let paſſe al Titles 
that may carrie any thing of reproche , I give them only this of. 


New Methodiſts , becauſe they afte&t and attemr to give us a new: 


Method or Scheme of Predeſtination , efficacious Grace, Divine 


Concurſe, &c. The.: 
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negem, 

. omne ens oft a 
Deo tanquam 4 
caula efficients 


VXum. 


Moſes Amyral- 
du. 


,. a concurſe belongs not to libertie. So Amyrald 


The. New Methodiſts. 

The firſt that opened the way to this New Method , was Joby 
Camero , a perſon of excellent naturals, and thole wel improved 
by acouired! literature, 'but too much addiftct to innovation ir 
the dotrine of the Goſpel, which he cold hot diſſemble, but tog 
oft made profeſſion thereof; as'in a Letter to Lidovicus Capellns, 
where he ſaith, That many things occurred to him , which neither hi 
own mind nor the reaſon of the times would; permit him to publiſh, He 
too much abounded in his own fenſe abd words, with too great 
contemt of ſuch as differed from hitn, though more deſerving than 
himſelf, as Chanyer, There were few Theologic Queſtions pro. 
feſſedly handled by him, ſpecially ſuch as belong to rhe DoCtrine 
of Grace and Free-wil , but he divulged ſome@hing of Novitie 
therein : among which novel opinions this was one , That he de. 
nied every real poſitive Being to be from God immediately as the prime 
efficient cauſe, as Epiſt. ad T hom. Rhedam, ( oper. edit. 164-2.) p. 526, 
and Epiſt. ad Fac. Galleveum, pag. 528. Which ſentiment of C4 
mero laid the foundation , which Baronixs and Strangins his Coun- 


innediata, Ep. try-men afterward built their Antitheſis on. Camero had for his 
ad Jac. Gallo- jntime Camrade Aleterixs, who after his death turned Roman 


Catholic, and publiſht many Antichriſtian Errors,, which he pro- 
feſſed to have received from Camero. Et > 

But Camero's principal SeCtator was Moſes Amyraldus, who ſuc. 
ceded him in the profeſſion of Theologie at Saumur , and indeed 
much out-went him in his propenſions and cloſures with Duran- 
diſme and the Arminian Dogmes; particularly with this about 
Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. And that I may not be 
thought falſely to accuſe ſo learned a man, one that paſſed under 
the name of aCalviniſt,I ſhal faithfully relate the CharaCter given 
him in this particular by one of his own friends and adherents, 
Le Blanc , Concil. Arbitr. Hum. par. 3. theſ. 48. pag. 436. ? There 
*are not wanting, ſaith he, among the DoCtars of the Reformed 
* Schole ſome who touching the general Concurſe of God neceſ- 
* fary toal the afts of creatures, ſeem to have the ſame ſentiments 
* with Durandus, and Ludovicus a Dola, Doctors of the Roman 
* Schole. For that illuſtrious man Moſes Amyraldus ſeems not to 
* acknowlege any other general Concurſe of God, by which he 
* concurs with al ſecond cauſes, beſides that continued efficace, 
* whereby he doth preſerve and ſuſtain the nature of every thing, 
? and the forces given by nature. Whence he o_ , that ſuc 
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p4g- 246. Make, ſaith he, nature and #s abilities able to conſiſte with- 
out the aide of ſuch a concurſe, and they wil truly att freely, Therefore 


let there be gramed a concurſe, which per formes nothing eiſe , but that 
theſe abilities , which would otherwiſe flag and vaniſh , conſifte and be 


e had been ſpeaking of Gods concurſe to ſinful afts, and as Le 
Blanc wel obſerves, by theſe words ſufficiently indicates , that in 
this part he has the ſame ſentiments with Dwrandus. Wherein 
note, (1).that Amyraldus grants, that ſometimes it is ſufficient 
for God to preſerve the ſubject, and render its faculties habile or 
capable of acting, without immediate concurſe to the at : which 
isalſo the opinion of ſome among us. (2) That this opinion, 
according to Le Blanc, fals in with that of Durandys, &c. So 
Theſ. 50. pag. 437. Le Blanc addes, * That Amyraldxs held a dou- 
* ble act of providence about evil aCts, one externe, and the other 
*znterne : as for the externe act," he placeth it in two things, (1) 
' in propoſing objects, (2) in permitting Satan to ſet home thoſe 
* objects with efficace. The interne act of God conſiſtes; accord- 
?ingto him, inthat God doth of many objects inducing to evil, 
* obſcure ,, or remove the one, or cauſe ſome other qbje& to; be 
offered, which is moſt taking. In al which there is no viglance 
” offered to human ibertie, nor indeed any efficacious immediate 
* concurſe aſſerted. Yea in his Speciminis ſpecial. p. 468. he ſaith 
in down-right termes, That the wil of God dependes on us, not we on + 
the wil of God : which is rank Durandiſme and Moliniſme, More 
of his wild ſentiments in this as in other Arminian points, ſee Per. 
Adoiinas, de M. Amyralds adverſus Spanhetmium libro, Fudecinn, pr e- 


Fi in their natural ſtate, Lybertie ws! thence recerve no detriment. 


ſiſety defendes the New Method, yea, in that of original fin is 
zreatly Pelagian,,yet in this point touching Gods concurſe to the 
Fubltrate mater ſin, bg ſeems pendulqus and in ſuſpenſe. - Thus, 
De libero How. Arbits, p.174:(edi 1656.) * What the dependence 
' of the ſecond caples onthe firlt in cauſing is, the Papiſts ſharply 
* diſpute. It is truly confeffed by al, - that God doth concur with 
*eyery cauſe, ſoas to operate conveniently with its faculties : but 
* this concurſe ſome make. immediate , proxime , and altogether 
* the ſame with, the;yery action of ſecond cauſes; but others de- 
* Die it—; .Byt wes according to that reverence we bear to the in- 
* finite Maine of God, dare not determine how great the de- 

: * pendenc2 
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* pendence of the ſecond cauſe on the firſt is: it ſufficeth us, 
* provided thelealt ſpot of ſin be not imputed to God, too m 
* cannot be aſcribed unto God, &c. 

Le Blanc alſo, Proteſſor of Theologie at Sedan, though he ſeems 
to affect the like ſuſpenſive modeſtie, Concil, Arbitr. theſ. 55. yer 
theſ. $6. pag. 4.38. he inclines to the opinion of Srrangius, and 
others, That God carmot phyſically premove and predetermine to aft 
intrinſecally evil, without being the Anthor o "ſn. But yet theſ. 57, 
he recals himſelf, and ſaith , That ded God be not conſtituted 
the Author of ſin, the dependence of £ ſecond canſes on the firſt can- 
not be too much aſſerted. And th:ſ. 58. he addes this as moſt cer. 
tain, That the aide and efficace of Divine providence, even about ſin- 
ful _m may no-way be reſtrained to 4 certain general indifferent con- 
Curſe, GC. ST 

But from the French Profeſſors we paſſe on to thoſe of Scotland, 
Baronins and Strangius , who have been ſtiffe-and tenacious Adhe- 
rents to this New Method , about Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſin. As for Baromns, he is acctſed of rank Arminia- 
niſme; andithat which has given juſt ground for ſuch an imputa- 
tion is his denying al kind of predetermination as wel to good as 
to evil afts. Thus in his Meraphyſ. Sett. 8, Diſput. 3. $. 78. page 
146, &c. he endeayors to prove , That God doth not by a previous 
-morion excite ſecond cauſes to alt, And his arguments to prove hig 
Antitheſis are no other than what time out of mind have been 
urged by Pelagians, Jeſuites, and Arminians : namely that this 
941 motion and predetermination (1) deſtroyeth human li- 

rtie, pag. 147. (2) That it taketh away the power of the wil 
to oppoſite aCts, pag. 148, (3) That it maketh God the Author 
-of ſin, pag. 149. which he endeavors to run many ways: [1] 
Becauſe the entitative act of ſin as being determined by God Cal- 
not be ſeparated from the obliquitie, pag. 150. [2] uſe the 
action then as of ſuch a ſpecies muſt be from God, ['3] Becauſe 
this opinion makes God to be muſt and cruel, as pay. 151, 4] 
That hereby God is made the Anthor of ſin more than the ſinner. 
Al which are but trite and thread-bare arguments , urged by Pe- 
lagians and Arminians, to-which we ſhal anſwer more fully here- 
after, chap.6. $;1,8c, Thence he procedes pay.153.to anſwer our 
pr argument, That'the ſecond cauſe doth not ait, but as moved 
'y the firft, and therein agrees with Sarez and other Jeſuites in 
aſſerting a previous indifferentconcueſe, It's true, $. 58. p. 129. 

he 
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yery far with him, but more fully.-with the Moli 


argues ſtrongly againſt Dwrandw, yet in fine pag 153. fals in 
| ; nilts and Remon- 
ſtrants; which is wel obſerved by Le Blanc, Concil. Arbity. Hum, 
theſ. 3 5.,p48. 434- © This at leaſt, without al dout, is the opinion 
© of Robert Baronias, 1n his Metaphyſic , where touching the Con- 
© curſe of God, and ſo of its concord with human libertie , he pro- 
« feſſeth to have altogether the ſame ſentiments with Fonſeca and 
© Suarez, namely that this concurſe is of itſelf indifferent, and de- 
*termined by the ſecond cauſe to a certain ſpecies of aCtion : nei- 
© ther is it needful, that God premove ſecond cauſes, but it is ſuf- 
© ficient, that together with them he influence their aCtions and 
<cffects. And indeed Baronws's own illuſtration, Metaph. Set. $. 
Diſput. 3. pag. 143. ſufficiently clears this to be his proper opi- 
nion ; where he compares the Concurſe of God to that of the 
Sun, which is the ſame in the produRion of perfeft animals and 
monſters, in itſelf indifferent, but modified and determined by the . 
mater it workes-upon : which is the very inſtance given both by 
Jeſuites and Arminians. Laſtly, paz. 159. he gives us four aCti- 
ons of God in the induratior of linners, which are no more than 
what Moliniſts and Remonſtrants acknowlege. Whence it is to 
me apparent , that it would not be an at of injuſtice, ſhould we 
reckon him among the Arminians, whoſe ſentiments and cauſe 
he has eſpouſed ; yet by reaſon of his nominal repute among the 
Calviniſts , I rather incline to the more favorable cenſure of rang- 
ing him among the new Methodiſts, 


But yet our principal Antagoniſt is Fobr Strangius, Profelſor at Strangins. 


Glaſcow, who (as they ſay) having had his ſpirit chafed and exa- 
rated by the oppoſition of Rutherford , writ a great Volume in 
four Books, Of Gods Wil and Aftions about ſin : wherein he bends 
his forces principally againſt the Pominicans , Twifſe and Ruther- 
ford, (who in his influences of the life of Grace , both Preface and 
Book, oft animadvertes thereon) as if theſe al, by aſſerting predc- 
termination to the mater of ſinful afts , made God the Author of 
ſin. I muſt confeſſe, he diſcovers a natural acumen and a netyoſe 
vene of Reaſon in his Book, yet mixed with ſo great incongrui- 
ties and ſelf.inconſiſtences, yea contradiftions, that I cannot but 
marvel how ſuch a Maſter of Reaſon could fatishe himſclf with 
ſuch poor ſubterfuges and evaſions : But this I impute not to an 
defeCt in naturals, but in his cauſe , which)admits not any ſoli 
reafon for its defenſe, And that which yet” ſeems more ſtrange 
V to 
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to me js this, that he who —_ with much vehemence Dares. 
dns, Molina, Bellarmine , and the Remonſtrants in this point of 
Gods concurſe to the fubſtrate mater of ſin, yet at long-run fals jn 
with each of theſe parties in ſome one , if not al their ſentiments 
about this mater. (1) That he comes very near Durandiſme ig 
evident, in that he holds the Concurſe of God not to be ne 
to al adts of the creature, particularly to ſuch as are intrinſc 
evit: Eor to ſuppoſe any real poſitive wn bem fals not under 
Gods efficacious conenrſe, is to me no lefſe than Durandiſme. 1 
true, Strangins in words appears againſt Durandus, in owning 
immediate Concurfe of God to al ations of the creatures, (as 
bb. 2. cap. 5. p4g. 163. But when he comes to explicate this im. 
mediate Concurſe as to ations intrinſecallyevil, he placeth it 
enly (as ſome now adays among us): #: Geds conſerving the natury 
and innate diffoſition of natural Agents, and ——_ 4 felf- deter. 
mining power, whereby they are renared apt and hbabile for ene. 

rows athan, as they now phraſe it. Thys pag. 164. Ergo fi ana Dei 
determinatio ſufficat, qua Deus Agentium nutaralinm naturam ac in. 
dolem 8 fe infitem ac conſervatam determinavit, quid opus eft multiyli 

_ 10 Inmaneris [7 a _ _ $0 

«.J» Cap. \, pars 5 ayes down this.as.his. Hy is, That 

Gol both Lp, deg determine the wil, but yi © permet it 4 

Fee oleftan, to chufe thn: or that., to do thus or that ;, and therefore in 

ſuch, aft: brhas not decreed, that mas fhould preciſely chuſe this or that, 

&c.. And he provegit by this argument , That it is not 1poſſible 

far. God, who hath made man a free Agent, and conſerves hisnature and 

farces, to permit ſomething to mans free-wil,, itn ut pey Denm non ftet 

n homo por ekgere dlterutrum z agere —_ y Ant 108 agere, &c, 

herein he proves, that it is not timpoſſible for God to leave 
ſome things to mans indifference , without determining. him to- 
either extreme : and he proves this is not impoſſible, becauſe itim.. 
plies not any contradiQtion ;. which is Darenar's very argument. 
againft immediate Concurſe. (2) That Srrangins conſpires with 
and efpouſeth the ſentiments of the Moliniſts. and Arminians #- 
bont indifferent fimnltaneous Concurſe ts partly yy -by 
bis friend Le Blanc, Chncit, Arbitr. Hum. theſ. 36. Pe. 434, having: 
ſhewen the agreament of Barons with the Molinifts and Remon- 

- rants, he addes :. © Neither doth» Job» Straxeias feem- to: differ 

«much from this opinion-:- for albeit he thigkes, 4b. r. cap. 22, 

That: the aftion wherennte.God aud the. creature concur, ts in order of 
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Chap 4. How theſe New Methodifls felinte their, &o. 


ineure firft from Gel, before from the creature; — and moreover, 
£1.32. p.3. denies, That Ged concurs only by 4 general concurſe ;, as the 
«San caneurs in the ſame mannex tg the generation of a man and 
$harſa z but determiney, that rhe influxe of God is fpecial to fhecial 
* ofetts, a4 they are ſpecifically dyſtingasſbed, not worlly but phyſically; 
« yet he doth by many arguments contend and prove, that the pro- 
© motion and predeterminateon of God , which the Schole of Thomas 
© drfondes, to 4d and finouler aits of the creature #4 not neceſſary. 
here, that albeit Strangins ſeems ta differ from the Moſi- 
ſts, Remogſtrants, and Bererims in aſſerting Gods Concurſe to 
previous, particular, and ſpecial z yet in that be denies Divine 
eterminatiaa to al ereatural afts, Ze Bla makes him not to 
differ mych from the Moligifts and Remonſtrants : which to me 
indeed ig a great abſervation z for I am under & vapibrng and 
I am apt to perſuade my (elf, rational preſamtion, predcter- 
Minatian to afts can never be rationally defended by thefe 
New M iſts, who deaie predetermination ta the ſubſtrate 
mater of al evil atgz as Sravgus doth, pag. 167, 534. of which 
more hereaſter, chap. yg. $ 4, 5- 


Here it were warthy of ſome labor to inquire How thefe Mew jw the tw 
Mahediſts fel into thoſe novel ſentiments about Divine (oncurſe, and prirkers 1 fel 
en what reaſons or groweds ? Ay it was with the Semipelagians of into their new 
od, ſo it has betel theſe New Methodiſts or Semiarminians : 94 


when the Pelagians were by Awaftiz driven from their wy#re 
{4W/&, Or Diana of Free-wil avd the potence of corrupt natawe , the 
Semipelagians come with freſh forces and hum in the point 
of Reprobation, and pretend, that he aſſerted, That God by « fatal 
neceſfitie compelted men to fin, and then damned them for what he had 
compelled them to : Juſt ſg the Arminiang having been ſuppreſſed 
by the Synod of Dorz, theſe New Methodiſts owning abſolute par- 
ticular EleQtion and efficaciqus Grace with the Calyiviſts, thought 
they might more ſecurely fal in with the Arminians in the points 
of univerſal Grace, conditional Reprobation, and that of denying 
Predetermination as ta the entitatuve aft of ſin. Thus they divide 
the battel between the Calviniſt and Arminian., But as Fevſenivs 
has wel abſcrved out of Auguſtin, If there be the lenft point granted 
te Pelagius, of wil be at laſt graxted; 10 1 am very apt to fear, that 
theſe New Methodiſts, by going ſo far in ſymbaliſing with the 
Arminians, wil at laſt be wholly drawea over iato their Campe. 


Thus much I am very cauhdent ot they can never rationally _ 
2 cn 


149 
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159 Who of the xew Mithodiſts may be eflimed,54.:Book Iiff 

fend abſolute Eleftion and efficacious Grace againſt Jefuites and 

Arminians, ſo long as they denie abſolute Reprobation and-Pre. 

determination to the entitative act of al ſins. As for the princi. 

pal grounds, which induce theſe New Methodiſts to take vp thoſe 
ſentiments, we ſhal endeayor to lay them down , when we come 
to treat of their proper Opinions and the conſequents that attend 

them, Chap. 7. 

who of the now But whiles we are thus charaQteriſing the Authors of this new 

operons _ Method, we mult doſuch Catviniſts, who incline to them in ſome 

dex, 7% points , that juſtice, as to free them from al imputation or ſuſhi. 
 cion of Arminianiſme : It's wel known, that ſome of great worth 

and truly orthodox in-point of Grace , have yet ſomewhat inchi- 
ned towards the new Method in-point of aniverſal objeitive Grace, 
as-pions and learned Vſher, Davenant , and others both in our 
and the French Churches, who hold, Chriſts death to be an nniverſal 
remedie applicable to al, but yet are far from aſſerting an univerſal 
ſubje&ive Grace, or any velleitie in God of ſaving al men, which 
Amyraldu: and others aſſert. As for thoſe who hold abſolute and 
particular Eleftion and Reprobation , Original ſin 1n its ful ex- 

. . tent, mens natural impotence and being dead in fin, efficacious 
Grace in the converſion of ſinners, with Gods abſolute, efficaci- 
ons, immediate, total and predeterminative concurſe to al natu- 
ral as wel as ſupernatural aEtions , as Davenant, and ſome others, 
who incline toan objective univerſal Grace, do, I have no contro. / 
verſie with them, but can owne them as friends of Grace , albeit 
in ſome modes of explicating it, they differ from us. 


th —_— 


CHAP. V. 


Rational Demonſtration of Gods predeterminative Con- 
curſe to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin. 


Arguments for Divine predetermination of the Wil to the entit atrve att 
of ſm. (1) From the Futurition of althings in the Devine Decree : 
the objettions againſt this aroument ſolved. (2) From: the cert 
tude of Divine Preſcience ;, with the ſolution of objettions, (37) From 
the Decree of Reprobation. Davenants Hypotheſis towching abſo- 
Inte Reprobation and Decrees. (4.) From Dwine Concurſe, [1] 
Its. Pruncipe and Origine. [2] Its Nature ; Totalitie, Univerfa- 


lite, 


E) 


"Chap. $i . Arguments for. Predetertiwation, Sie, y 
litie, P articalaritie, Immediation, Prioritie, and Inflependence. (37 


I 19s au_ , 4s to al natural and ſupernatural Aits and Effeetts, 
Ci. : Al the Arguments urged againſt Predetermination to the entt ative 
fe alt of fin, ftrikg 4s much againit Predetermination to what is good, 
—= : (5) Fromthe nature of ſin, its ſubſtrate mater and formal reafon. 
1d . (6) FromGods permiſſion of ſin ', which ts natural, negative, and 
poſitive. (7) From Divine providence about ſin, both conſervative, 
w reſtrittive, gubernative. (8, From the abſolute, immediate, eſſen- 
e tial dependence of al creatures on God, as the firſt cauſe, 
i- | | 
h 6.1 Haus given a fcriptural Demonſtration, as alſo the una- Arguments for 
y nimous teſtimonie of ſuch as undertook to defend cffi- R——_— 


5 cacious Concurſe in al Ages of the Church , for the confirmation jp 0 0n-. of 
r of our Hypotheſis, we now procede to demonſtrate the ſame by ,; ;.. 
/ rational Arguments grounded on ſcriptural principes and evi- 
dence ; which we ſhal reduce to the following Heads, : 
\ 1. Arg. From the Futurition of alt hings in and by the Drovme De- 1 Arg. fromtbe 
Sree; which we thus forme: That which dependes on the Divine J#wition of ai» 
Decree for its ſuturition , neceſſarily fals under Divine predetermina- —_ 
| tion as to its exiſtence > But the ſubſtrate mater of. al ſin dependes on 
the Divine Decree as to its ſuturition: therefore it neceſſarily fals 
' wander, Divine predetermination as to its exiſtence. The major is 
ranted by our Adverfaries, particularly by Strangizs, who oft af. 
F _Jertes, That Divine Predetermination us exattly adequate and com- y 
menſurate th Divine Predefinition ;, ſo that whatever is predefined 
| m his Decree, muſt neceſſarily be predetermined by him 
the execution and event, And what more rational than this 
aſſertion ? Yep, what is predetermination of the event, but pre- 
definition'in the Decree ? The difference between Gods eternal 
predefinition in the Decree , and predetermination as to aCtual 
concurſe and execution in time differ only as ative and paſſive 
Creation : as attive Creation gives futurition' to things, and paſ- 
ſive, a6tual exiſtence ;, ſo predefinition and predetermination ; and 
therefore: among the: Greeks one and the ſame Verbe wgetay 
-lignifies both ro predefive and predetermine. So that our major 
ſeems ſo clear as to' carrie with it its own evidence. Wherefore 
we palk on to demonſtrate the minor , which our Adverfarics 
rincipally ftrike at, and. therefore needs our ſtrongeſt forces : 
his we ſhal endeavor to make good in and by the following Pro- 
poſitions. (1) Prop. Nothing i or can be future in #ts.0wn _—_ » 
with. 


trithous ſome cauſe of its futurition. How is it poflible that 
thing ſhould paſſe from a ſtate of mere poſlibilitie contingence 
and indifference, but by ſome cauſe ? Da not pollible, aud fu. 
ture differ? and muſt _ _ be mn cauſe of this Ciffrrence ? 
(a) Prop. Whatever « the c uturition 10 any thi be 
—_—_ his is moſt evident ; becauſe whatever is " Bata, 
ſo from Eternitie ; for God foreknew it to be fo: etberwiſe, how 
could his knowlege be certain ? Hence, (3) Prop. Nething cax 
give ſuturition to things but God. For ts there any thing but God 
eternal? (4) Prop. Nothing in God = futurution to things but 
bis wil. His Efſence ſimply conſidered cannot give futurition to 
things; becaufe poſſible and future are the fame as to the Divine 
Eſſence : - neither doth the Prefcience of God give futurition to 
things; for things are not future becauſe God foreknows them, 
bur he therefore foreknows them becauſe future, Hence it fol. 
lows , that nothing but the Divine wil can give futurition to 
things, as Court — B.2.C11.$.g. whence alla it neceſlarily 
follows, (5) the m—_ of tha ſubſtrate meter of al is 
from the Divine wil and decree. For what can make ſinful adts fu. 
ture and ſo the abjet of Divine — » but the wil of 
God, which gives futuritionto — And it Gods predefini 
decreeing wil give futurition to the ſubſtrate mater of fin, m 
| not his predeterminative wil alſo give exiſtevee to it ? 
__—_ a = let us —_ Oy Free roy ot againſt 
gainft this Ar= this Argument efponſcs 2 jections. (1 repli 
exment ſolves. to our ——_ » That the futurition of the ſubſirate mater or = 
" tive alÞ of ſin 1 not from the wil of God, but from the wil of man, that 
gives exiſtence to it, Thus Stranguw, lib. 3. cap. 5. por. y35. where 
he endeavors to prove, That :t 1 net repugruent | 
ſhould be ſuture, which God hatb net abſolutely gm has left to 
the wil of man to offelt. $0 cap. 9. pag. 628. he peremtority af: 
fertes, That God hath not decreed al futures, namely , the Fal of 
Adam, or the fin agawnft the Holy GhoFft, &c. So pag- 631. be faith, 
Nothing hinders, but that there way be ſome cauſe of the fig witien. of 
a thing beſides the Decree of God, namely the create wil . Phe like Le 
Blanc, Concord. Libert. Hum. p. 1. thef. y5--- 57. where he endea- 
vors to prove, That what is the cauſe wby things exifte in tims, rhe 
ſame is the canſe of their futurition from Eternitie : but mans wit 0 
55 the cauſe why ſin exiſte: in time, ergo, Kc. A poor Reſponte is- 
deed, or rather begging of the Queſtion! Fos bs it po that 
2 | the 
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ap.5. © ObJelfions ageinſs this Argument ſolved: 
ie fecond cauſe loged in time ſhould give futurition to a thing 

Ecernitie'? Is it not an approved Maxime in Philoſophie, 
in Nature , that the cauſe is ever, at leaſt in order of nature, 
e the effet? and is the ſecond canſe confined by time , be- 
fore the eternal futurition of its effect? (2) But Le Blanc nn- 
fmers hereto, theſ. 56. pag. 454. That Futurition is nothing elſe but 
6 reſpet? o reaſon, and an extrinſec denomination of the thing , which 
ke Bu 


© v 


e future, not ſomething really diftin# the thing ſuture, 

t the vanitie of this ſubterfuge is molt evident; for here- 

it follows, that the thing is not future before it is exiſtent : can 

a modal extrinſec denomination of a thing exiſte before the thing 

| = gives it exiſtence ? How many abſurdities would follow 
n? 

But our Adverfaries have one grand Objeftion, which they lay 
much weight on, againſt our minor, and that is this : Jf che wil 
_—_ gives ſuturition to fin, then ſin as ſuture hath one and the ſame 

« with the wil of God: and ſo the ſuturition of ſin muſt be God, 
This objeRion is urged and adorned with many Trophies by 
$rangius, Le Blane , and a Divine —— name among ay S SO Stran- 

ws, lib. 3. cap. g. pag. 631, 632, having pag. 626, Sc. recited 
Twiſes ar on p the eternal ſutwrition of for he replies thes : 
Herein, faith he, Les the whole force of the argument, that there can be 
w other cauſe of 4 ſuturition made from Eternitie, but what is eternal. 
To which he anſwers with a ſCoffe thus : A pretty argumentation 
deed ! why we not by the ſame reaſon prove, that the ſuturition 
fin is Gad ? ſame is urged by Le Blanc, de (oncord; Lobert. 
per. 1. theſ. oF, 56. pag. 454. where he endeavors to prove againſt 
Twiſſe, That if the futurition of fin be from the wil of God, it 13 God; 
whic s God manifeſtly the Author of fin The fare is urged 
by a Divine of ſome note among us. But in anſwer hereto, I 
muſt confeſſe, F cannot brt marvel at the confidence of perfons fo- 
larned, and 1n other points judicious, on ſach infirme and rotten 
grounds: For when we ſpeak of the futurition of fin , which is a 
complexe aggregate thing , we muſt diſtinguiſh its material from 
—_—_ If we ſpeak of the material entitative part of 
fs, which is in itſelf a-natural good , ſo-we may without the lea 
vialation of Gods facred Majeſtie affirme, thar its futurition is the 
fame, or not really diſtin from Gods wil the cauſe thereof: and 
why not? is not the futurirron of a] natural Beings good ? And: 
whence procedes al good but from the immen mn. 
ea, 


” 
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ſin, and the permiſſive wil of God to the formal reaſon, or vitio. 


Yea, was not al good from Eternitie loged in the boſome of God, 
and ſonot really diſtin from him ? So that indeed this objeion 
of Strangius and Le Blanc againſt the futurition. of the material 
entitative at of ſin from the wil of God ſtrikes at the futurition 
of althings, even the moſt gratioſe aCts from the ſame wil : for 
if the futurition-of any one natural a(t may be. reſolved into the 
wil of man as its firſt cauſe, why may not the futurition of al 
grace be as wel reſolved into the ſame human wil , ſpecially in 
Adams innocent ſtate , who had then. perfeCt free-wil ? But yet 
(2) if we ſpeak of the futurition of ſin in regard of its formal na- 
tare, conſiſting in its vitioſitie and obliquitic, ſo we utterly denie, 
that its futurition is the ſame with God : for the futurition of fin 
as to its vitioſitie is not from the effective wil of God, but per. 
miſſive; God decrees to effect the entitative act, but only to per- 
mit the vitioſitic appendent thereto, which follows on the aft, as 
other privations do on the abſence of their habit. To make this 
evident by a parallel inſtance ; God decrees the diurnal motion 
of the Sun , and that at night it ſhal retire into the other Hemi. 
ſphere , whence darkneſle neceſſarily follows : may we thence 
argue, that the futurition of darkneſſe, or darkneſle itſelf is the 
ſame with God ? Would not any Freſh-man in Logic hiſſe ſach 
a conſequence out of the Scholes? And'yet who dares denie, bnt 
that the retirement of the Sun out of this Hemiſphere. into the 
other is from God, as alſo its futurition ? The like may be inſtan- 
ced in al other privations, which have no real being, and there- 
fore no real efficient of their exiſtence or futurition : for nothing 
can admit a real efficient cauſe of its futurition , but what has a 
real efficient cauſe of its exiſtence : what is the firſt efficient of 
the exiſtence of things? Is it not the wil of God ? and is it not alſo 
the ſame Divine wil that gives futurition to things? Yea doth 
not the very ſame act or decree of the Divine wil that gives real 
Beings their futurition, give them alſo, in their appointed periods 
of time, their exiſtence ? So that in this regard the Rule of Strax- 
gi and Le Blanc is moſt true, That the ſame cauſe that gives 
things their exiſtence, gives them alſo their futurition : this I ſay 
holds true of the firſt cauſe , but not of ſecond cauſes, as they 
would needs perſuade us, So that, to conclude this argument, 
in as much as the wil of God gives futurition to al fin, the 
effeftive wil of God to the entitative a&t or ſbbſtrate mater of 
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od, WW *firie of fin, hence it neceſſarily follows, that the predetermina- 


ut _ has been the perſuaſion not only © 
alſo 


tie Concurſe of God, (whereby I underſtand nothing elſe but 


"the Efficacious Divine Wil as operative) gives exiſtence to the 


ſubſtrate mater of Sin. 


$. 2. Our ſecond Argument ſhal be taken from the certirude 2 Arg. fromthe 
of Gogs Preſertnce;, and we may forme it thus: God can certainly Cfrtitude of | 
orekzow nothing, but wheat be certainly decrees, predefines, - and pre- Devine Projects 


determines to be: But God certainly forecknows al fi. Ergo. The 
Minor is granted by our Adverfaries and denied by none, that I 
know, except Atheiſts and Socinians: Thus Fob 34. 21, For his 
eyes are upon the wayes of man and he ſeeth al his goings. Our prin- 
cipal worke therefore wil be to make good our Major; which 
we dout not but to performe in and by the following Propoſi- 
tions: (1) Prop. Nothing can be certainly foreknown by God, but 
What has ſome certain Reaſons, Principes, Cauſes of ſuch a fore- 


krowledoe. Now there arg three cauſes that give certitude to al 
Science andPreſcience: [1] A certitude of the Objeft : for if ghe 
object be uncertain, the Science can never be certain : can the 


Strufture or Edifice be firme, if the foundation be infirme.? 


' [2] A certain Medirm, which is the principal fundamen of al 
Science. [3] A certitude of the Subjeit : for be the Object and 
Medium never ſo certain, yet there can be no certain Science, 
unleſs the Subjet apprehend the ſame. And doth not the Pre- 
ſcience of God include al theſe degrees of Certitude ?- Muſt 


there not be a certitude of the Object, Medium, and Subje&t ? 


(2) Prop. The Divine Preſcience as to wa Y aumits not any 
of theſe degrees of certitude, but as originated fromthe Divine Wil 
and Decree, [1] How can Sinas the Object of Divine Preſcience 
'be certainly future, but by the efficacious Wil of God making 


it fo? [2] What certain Medinm can there be of Divine Pre- 


.Kcience, but the divine Wil and Decree? [3] And thence, 
how can God have a ſubjeQtive Certitude of ſin but in and by 


his own Wil? Hence, (3) Prop. Gods certain Preſcience of Sin 
infers alſo a certain predefinition and predetermination of the ſubſtrate 
mater of Sin. That God knows nothing future but ys decree making 

Calviniſts, but 


alfo of the moſt ſober Scholemen in al Ages, Scotus, Ricard, 
Heruyaxs, Bradwardine, Johannes Major, and others not a few, as 
Le Blanc, de (oncord. Libert. Par. 3. Theſ. 33.p. 443. conteſſeth. 
Yea, Strangis himſelf grants "4 faturition 1 


in 1 Gods Preſci- 
ence, 


- Argument fromthe Ceriftude 
ence, asl. 3.c.9. _ Yea, Le Blanc, De Concord. Libert. Hum, 
Par. 1. Theſ. 59. &c. p.455- proves ſtrongly, That according to 
Strangius's opinion, there can no contingent [_1. e, {inful aft 7 be fore- 
known by Godl as abſolutely ſuture, but what God firſt decreed to be abſe. 
lately fut.re. His words are theſe : © But ſome alſo. of thoſe who 
hold ſome free aCts of God to be abſolutely future, and as ſich to 
tbe foreknown by God, without any Decree predetermining the 
© free cauſes to thoſe aCts, as Learned Strangius, yet denie, that free 
«future contingents may be known by God according toany Hy. 
©-potheſis, which doth not include an abſolute Decree concerning 
<their futurition : as Strang. de Yolunt. l.3.c. 11. His reaſon is, be. 
_ *cauſe nothing can be certainly known, but what is certainly true: 
© but nothing 1s certainly true, but what is neceſlary either abſo- 
<lutely or conditionally, Whence he collects, that future condi. 
© tionates cannot be the Object of divineScience, which is infallible 
«£ and moſt certain, unleſſe there be ineluded the condition, whence 
«that which is ſaid to be future may be — inferred, But 
<if this reaſon prevails, God can foreknow nothing contingent 
as abſolutely future, but what he before decreed as abſolutely 
© future; which yet Strangius admits not, who confeſleth, that 
©men act many things freely to which they are not predetermin- 
&ed by God. Thus Le Blanc of Strangiw's ſelf-contradifting 
Hypotheſis. And indeed, to ſpeak the truth nakedly, there ſtems 
ſo much force in Strangins's reafon, whereby he proves, That al 
Gods - Preſcience of free future Contingents includes an abſolute Decree 
of their futurition, namely from the certainty of divine Preſci- 
- ence, that I no way wonder that he urgeth the ſame, albeit 

the ſubverſion of his own Phenomena, And I am very bold, yta 
confident in aſſerting, and demonſtrating theſe following Pro- 
poſitions. (1) Prop. That God can have no certain Preſcience of 
things future, but from his own decree, the only certain determinate 
= of their futurition. And therefore the Socinians denying a 
certain -determinate Cauſe of things contingent, denie alſo Gods 
Preſcience to be certain, as Le Blanc, De {oncord. P. 3. Thef. 1. 
p. 438; and I cannot ſee how any can rationally ayoid the Soci- 
mian objection, who do not reſolve the certitnde of the divine 
Preſcience into the divine Decree: Hence, (2)-Prop. There « 
an bypothetic or conſequential neceſſitie that ariſeth from Gods certain 
- Preſcience.. This is wel urged, thongh in the defenſe ofAn hell- 


bred Hypotheſis, .by the Socinians, and cited by Le Blanc (as a+. 
knot. 


Book tit. | 


m_ 


Chap. 5. of Divine Preſcience. 
knot not eaſily untied ) de Concord. Par, 3. Theſ. 22. pag. 441. 
«There is, faith he, much of difficultie here, which in times paſt 
© has exerciſed the ingenies of Doctors. For ſeeing it is impoſſible, 
«that the Preſcience of God may be deceived, it cannot be bur 
"mo ©that thoſe things muſt happen, which God ſoreſees wil happen ; 


'W and therefore that althings happen neceſſarily : and it 1s im- 
the © poſſible, but that the very wil of man muſt produce thoſe acts, 
4 «which God from eternity foreknew-it would produce. This 
. X ObjeCtion 1 deſpair ever to ſee rationally anſwered by our Ad- 
% yerſaries without contradicting their own Hypotheſis. See more 

p of this Chap. 6.5. 5. Hence (3) Prop. The ſame arguments that 
I are urged by our Opponents againſt Gods predetermining the Wil to 
4 the ſubſtr ate mater of ſin, may be, as they are by the Socinians, urged 
} with as great force againſt Gods certain Preſcience of Sin. For our 
© Adverfaries, Strangius, Le Blanc, &c. granting the certain futu- 
© KD ritionof ſin in the eternal Preſcience of God, fal under al thoſe 
6 Imputations and black Conſequences which they charge on us, 
It who affert the predefinition, futuriton, and predetermination of 
4 the ſubſtrate mater of Sin in the divine Decree. This Propoſi- 
t tion is incomparably wel demonſtrated by judicious Davenarr, 


« in his Azimadverſions on Gods Love to Mankind, p. 418, 419, 
442, 462. where he proves, That Inſallible Preſcience granted by 
F the Arminians, .infers as much neceſſitie on the Wil, as abſolute Pre- 
deſtination and Reprobation, Of which more in our next Argu- 
ment; alſoc.6.9F. 5. | | 
Let us now a little inquire into the Shbterfuges which our Ad- 
yerſaries take SanCtuarie in to ſecure themſelves from the force of 
this Argument taken from Divine Preſcience. And here at what 
a miſerable loſſe and confuſion are they among themſelves ? How 
few of them agree on any one Principe or Medium for the ſolving 
this argument? Some flie for refuge to the Moliniſts Middle Scr- 
ence, telling us, That God foreſaw that men being placed under ſuch by- 
eſes, and circumſtances, would ſin againſt him, &:c. Thus Baromius, 
Met aphyſ. Set. 12. Diſp. 2. 1. 55, 56. p. 326. where he profeſſedly 
defendes Fonſeca's conditionate Science, making God to have a cond}- 
tionate Science of the firſt ſin, if Eve ſeduced by the Serpent ſhould temt 
Adam,&c. Thus alſo one and another Divine of good note among 
us. But this ſubterfuge is greatly diſliked by the more ſober of this 
new Method, particularly by Strangius, who, /. 3. c.11.p.6 he 
proves nervoſcly, That there w e no ſuch thingas a Li 
2 


vi Avg. fromthe Cettifade of divine Preſeience. Book ML 
- or conditionate Science in God, becanſe its Objet# is not certain 
Cognoſeible, or Knowable : and this he proves; becauſe an objelt 
cannot be certainly knowen, uileſſe it be certainly true : which the oh. 
jet of this conditionate Middle Science is not. Thus alfo Le Blane, 
De Concord. Libert.. Par. 1. p.452, &c. Otheys therefore per. 
ceiving the infirmitude of this evafion, have recourſe to the Dg. 
minicans real preſence of things ſuture in Eternitie ; whereby they 
make God, by his Sciexce of Viſton, to behold the ſins, of men. Thus 
Strangina, 1. 3. c..10. p. 646. If it be demanded, ſaith he, to whas 
Science Gods Knowledge of Sins muſt be referred, I eaſily grant that 
it is to be referred to his Science of Viſion, &c. But more fully, 1, 3, 
6.7. Þ. 594. Among al the modes which are wont to be explicated, 
there is none more probable than that which ts taken from the preſence 
of althings in Eternitie;, becauſe the Etermitie of God ts Inſucceſſive 
and Indiviſible, The ſame he inculcates, p. 595, 596, 597. But 
this mode alſo of ſolving the difficultie, 1s greatly oppoſed, by 
- ſome of his own party, the New Methodiſts, who take ſome 
pains to ſhew the invaliditie thereof, So Le Blane, De Concord, 
Libert. Par. 3. Theſ. 37. p. 443. Firſt, ſaith he, as for that real 
preſence of futures in Eternitie, namely as they are ſuppoſed to coexiſte 
from eternitie to eternitie it ſelf, it appears to be a mere figment;, for 
that one thing coexiſte to another, it 15 neceſſary that both exiſte, &c, 
Thus alſo a learned and pious Divine among our ſelves, who. 
haseſpouſed Srrangine's Hypothefis, fals foul on the Thomiſts for 
aſſerting, Althings to be eternally preſent to the divine Intelleft in 
effe reals, &c.. Laſtly, others therefore to evade the fore-men. 
tioned inconveniences, take up*their refuge under the Infinitie 
of Gods Preſcience. Thus Le Blanc, De (oncord. Par. 1. Theſ. 40. 
P. 444. As. for the fourth opinion, whith-ſeeks the certitude of the 
divine Preſcience sn the infoxitie of the divine Tutelleft, and in the de- 
terminate truth of thoſe things, which are contingently ſutare, it efta- 
bliſheth nothing but what i certain and in able &c. Yet he 
.grants,. Theſ. 41. That . albeit this opinion contains in it nothing but 
truth, yet it doth not ſatisfie the Queſtion, nor remove the main di 
ealtie, namely, How things paſſe from a ſtate of poſſibilitie to a ſtate 
#\f {uturition, &&c. Whence he concludes, The. 43. Sithat there 
8 fo much: darkneſſe on every ſide, there is _— more fufe than to 
grofeſe our Ignorance in this particular. And this indeed is the 
Jelt refuge theſe New Methodiſts have, when they ſee thetn- 
Flyes. involved in ſo many ſelf contradictions, and abſurdities, 
to 
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Chp.s. Arganm. from the Decree of Reprobation. 
th pcofeſſe their Ignorance as to the Mode of Divine Preſcience.' 
Yea, ſome of them procede fo far in this pretended modeſtie, ag 
to profefſe, That the mode of Divine Preſetence is not determined in 
Seripenre. Thus Strangins, L. 3. c. 5. p. 576. Fhat Godiis _— ; 
js put out of dout, but touching the mode and manner of Preſcience 
wothing #5 expreſſely delivered in Scripture. The like others. But 
is it ſo indeed ? Doth not the Scripture declare expreſſely the 
mode of Preſcience? Why then (x) are our Adverſaries fo dog- 
- matic and pofitive in their new modes and meaſures of Divine 
'Preſcience, contrary to the received Sentiments of the Church 
inal Ages? How comes it to paſſe, that they contend with ſo 
much heat and paſſion, for that which they confeſſe is not ex- 
preſſely delivered in Scripture ? Were not a modeſt i-ox or 
ſuſpenſion of aſſent more agreeable to ſuch-a Confeſſion ? But 
(2) We eaſily grant them, that the mode of Divine Preſcience 
is unſearchable and paſt finding out, as indeed al Divine Per- 
feftions are ; but yet muſt we thence neceſſarily conclude, that 
zothing of the mode of Divine Preſcience is expreſſely delivered 
in Scripture? 17] Doth not the Scripture evidently declare, 
That the mode of Gods Preſcience is far aboye yea oppoſite to 
that of Mans ſcience, as munch as Heaven is above the Earth, yea 
infinitely more ? [2] Doth not the Scripture alſo remove from: 
the mode of Divine Preſcience al manner of Imperfetions, much 
more Contradictions ? And is not the mode of Gods Preſcience 
in his own Eſſence and Decrees, much more perfe&t than that 
which makes his Infallible immutable Preſcience dependent on: 
the mutable fallible Wil of Man ? But ſee more hereof, Court- 


Gent. P. 4. B.2.c. 5. $. 2. 


S. 3. We paſſe on toour third Argument, which ſhal be ta. 3 Arg. fron 
ken from the Divine Wil and Decrees;, and more particularly from ob _ - of 


the Decree of Reprobation. And here we ſhal lay down this Prin- 
cipe, which is granted by Strangiws, and others of the New Me- 
thod, That Divine Predeter mination 45 adequate and commenſurate 
to Divine __ 03 Or Predeſtination. SO Strangine, |. 3, c. 2. 
P. $47. We eaſily grant, ſaith he, that the predefinition of God from 
eternitie, and the predetermination of the create wil in time, mutual.y 
follow each other, ſo that if God doth abſolutely predefine any parti- 
cular and ſingular att tobe brought about by us, he muſt alſo deter- 
mine our Wil to the ſame. This he inculcates, c. 5.p. 584, Now 


this. ingenuous Conceflion is as much as we deſire to build our 
Demon- 


Demonſtration on: for we no way dont but to demonſtrate, 
That God deth abſolutely predefine the material entit ative att of Sin : 
Which we ſhal endeavour to make good in the following Propo. 
ſitions. (1) Prop. Reprobation admits no formal motive , pr 
.condition or cauſe. This Propoſition is generally denyed by the 
New Methodiſts, who grant, That God decrees al good abſolutely, 
but as for Sin, ſay they, God decrees that only reſpettruely and con-_ 
ditionally. $0 Strangins, 1.3.C.2.p.546—548. But we no way dout, 
bat, before we have finiſht this Demonſtration, to make it evi- 
dent, that Gods Decree of Reprobation, whereby he determines 
to leave men to ſin, is abſolute, as wel as the Decree of EleQion: 
Yea, itis to me a thing altogether impoſſible, to defend an ab- 
ſolute.Decree of Eleftion, and yet to make the Decree of Repro. 
bation conditional and reſpective ; for if the abſolute good plea- 
ſure of God be the only cauſe why ſome are elefted, muſt it not 
alſo be the only cauſe why others are rejected ? Doth not the 
Eleftion of the one neceſſarily implie the Reprobation of the 
other ? It's true, our Divines, that follow the Sublapſarian mode, 
as Davenant, &c, ſpeak of Sin as a commun condition belong. 
ing to the whole maſſe of corrupt nature, yet they allow not of 
any diftinitive condition or formal cauſe or motive, which ſhould 
incline the divine wil to reprobate one rather than another : 
for nothing can move the divine Wil, but what is ſome way an- 
tecedent to it: Now the conſideration of al ſin is ſubſequent to 
fome act of Gods Wil. (2) Prop. The att 'of Reprobation is not 
merely negative, but cr and efficaciow. It's granted, that ſome 
ef our Divines make mention of a negative act of Reprobation, 
which they terme Non-eleltion, or Preterition, yet hereby they 
intend not a ſuſpenſe aiZ of the Divine wil, but include alſoa poſt- 
tive efficacious aft. Thus Zanſemns, Auguſt. de Grat. Chriſti, 1. 10, 
C. 2. pag. 420. proves out of Auguſtin, That Gods negative Repro- 
bation ts poſitrue. SO Davenant, Diſſert. de Eleft. & Reprob. yp. 113, 
But we muſt take heed, ſaith he, leſt with Scotus we think, that the 
Wil of God in regard of Reprobates, which he eleftes not but paſſeth 
by, is merely negative : for in this very aft, which we expreſſe by a 
Negation, 1s contained an expreſſe an m_— Wil of God.) So 
his Determinations, Quelt. 25. p. 117> he tels us, That -; 
certain, there can be no Decree permitting ſer, to which t 
not adhere ſome efficacious Decree. And p. inſtructs vs, 
That this Decree of permitting ſin is efficacious, not in a way of effici- 
ence, 
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nce,but by direfting and ordaining to extratt good out of evil, (3)Prop. 
In the mater of Reprobation God is conſidered as a ſoverain Abſolute 
Lord, not as a Righteons Fudge, The Pelagians, Moliniſts, Armi- 
nians, and New Methodiſts confider God 1n- the aCt of Reproba- 
tion as a juſt Judge, not as a ſupreme abſolute Lord : whence 
they conclude, that it is unjuſt with God to reprobate any but on 
the previſion of their ſins ; not conſidering, that Reprobation is 
not an at infliting puniſhment, but of denying Benefits, where- 
in the Eibertie and Dominion of God is only to be attended ; ac- 
cording to that of the Apoſtle, Rom. g. 21. Has not the Potter 
er over the clay, &c? What is ſoverain Dominion, but an 
abſolute right to diſpoſe of what is our own? And ſhal we not 
allow the ſame Dominion to God, which is allowed to the Pot- 
ter over his Clay? Is the ſoverain Lord tied to his Creature by 
any Law, more than what is in his own nature and wil? Henee 
it follows, (4) That the Decree of Reprobation is moſt abſolute and 
Independent as to al diſtinftive conditions or cauſes in man, Thus 
Fanſenius, Auguſt. de Grat. Chriſti, 1. 10.C. 4. p.423, proves out 
of e Auguſtin, That the abſolute Wil of God is the alone cauſt of Re- 
probation, And Auguſtin complains, That it is 4 great injurie to 
God, when men ſearch for cauſes of things ſuperior. to his; ſoverain 
Wil: for bis Wil is ſuch a ſupreme Rule of Fuſtice, as that whatever 
he wils is. for that very reaſon, becauſe he wils it, tobe accounted juſt, 
So Bradwardine, de Cauſa Des, |. 1. £. 47. proves ſtrongly, That 
albeit God puniſheth no man eternally without ſin committed-in time ;, 
yet be doth not eternally reprobate any for ſin as a Cauſe antecedently 
moving his divine Wil. So Alvarez, de Auxil. Diſput. 109. 3* Con- 
cluſ. The poſitive aft, whereby God from eternitie would not admit 
ſome into his Kingdome, was not conaitionate, but abſolute, antecedent, 
in a moment of Reaſon, to the il uſe of Free-wil, Andit is proved, 
[1] Becauſe there can be no cauſe of Reprobation. [2] Becauſe ſu- 
pernatural Beatitude- is not dae to any upon the account of natural 
1mprovements : Therefore God could from al eternitie without any [n- 
jurie, before the Preſcience of the good or il uſe of free-wil, elett ſome 
to life eternal, and by 4 poſuive att wil not to admit others. And 
| 


our Divines generally grant, That there can be no-other cauſe aſ- 


ſigned of Reprobation, than the abſolute in#doxia or good pleaſurc of 
od, | . 


But none is more categoric and poſitive in this, than judicious D2Y<nant's tj- - 
| - , - potheſes about 
Davenant(whoyet in ſome points.came nigh the new Methodiſts) 1,611, pm. - 
; in batiop. 
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Davenant's Hypotheſes 6bont abſolute Repiohet. 
. im his incomparable Animadverſions on-Gods love to | 
Wherein he doth puiſſantly defend the following particulars 
greatly cenducing to the eſtabliſhment of our Hypotheſis. [17 
That Gods ſecret wil of good pleaſure is very different from his reveleg, 
preceptive, comp/avential wil, as pag. 221, 349, 376. [2] That Gogs 
reveled, complacential, approbatvoe wil. the meaſure of our dutie , bug 
not of Gods decrees or operations, pag. 222, 356, 391, 399. [3] That 
Gods beneplacite wil or good pleaſure us only properly his wil , pag. 392. 
[4] That Gods \beneplacite wil or good pleaſure is moved by nothing 
but itſelf, pag. 3759376 [5] That the abſolute Decrees of God 
contraditt not (general conditional promiſſes of life and threats of 
death, pag. 241, 332, 375,387, 398. [:6] That God may be ſaid, 
according to hiswil of complacence and approbation ,. to wntend the ſal. 
vation of ſinners, yea Reprobates, by providing the means of grace con- 
ducing thereto, Pag.271,376, 394» [7] That the externe mean: 
ard offers of gracemuſt be meaſured and interpreted according to the 
thnowen nature of the means, not the unkyawen wil of God , pag. 353, 
[8] That God, . by his-approbative complacential wil unfeignedly wils 
-what he commands, Pag. 329, 393, 3944401. [9] That al wdy 
the means of grace are under ſome remote conditional. poſſibilitie of [a 
vation; Pag.256, 257. [10] That Gods evangehic, providential in- 
rention of ſaving ſinners is oft" fruſtrated as to its events by mans ſin, 
-although'kis decrettue-beneplacite intention ts never fruſtrated, p. 377 
381, 387,.388, 395. [11] That abſolute Eleltion and Reprobatian 
may ſtand with a poſſibilitie to contrary events, thaugh not with contra- 
ry events ,. Pag. 240,333» 341, 360,402, 253. [12] That , abſo. 
lute Decrees oppoſe not the Fuſtice of ,God ,, with its difference from that 
of men; pag. 232; 321, 336, 339, 342. [13] That abſolute Decrets 
oppoſe not Gods Halinefſe, pag i240—.272. [14] That abſolute De- 
erees oppoſe not the Mercie of God,pag, 277— 310. [15] That mere 
conditional Decrees are inconſiſtent with Gods ſoverain Being and Inde- 
pendence,”pag. 226. [16] That abſolute Reprobation, 3s not repug- 
-nant-to Gods Truth, pag. 249— 362. [17] That abſolute Repro- 
bation takgs not away the end and uſe of Gods gifts ,. Pag. 274--- 404. 
[18] That abſolate Reprobation leaves no_ man. under, an abfolute ne- 
ceſſitie or compulſion to ſin , pag. 253- [19] Let Reprobation be ah- 
ſolute or conditional. it leaves the ſame poſſubilitie and libertie to the 
Agents, Pag. 333, 340, 341, 351, 360. [20] That the Arminians 
grant an abſolute, immutable, pxed Decree of. Reprobation, whith ad- 
mits the ſame objettions that they urge again#t the Calvimiſts, p. 302, 
332, 


— 


nap. 3. Argument from Divine Concurſe. HE 


3324333,340,351, 354,400, 418, 419. [21] Infallble Preſciente 

anted by the Arminians infers as much neceſſitie on'the wil, and com- 
pulſion to ſin as abſolute Reprobation , pag. 418, 419, 442, 462. 
{22] Laltly, he ſhews us, What 5s the right uſe and abrſe of abſo'ute 
Decrees, pag. 4.54---- $26. Theſe Propoſitions clearly and fully 
explicated by our judicious Daverart give great evidence and de- 
monſtration to our Hypotheſis, as alſo diſtin&t ſolution to the ob- 


. jRtions of our Opponents, of which hereafter, Chap.6. 


$. 4. Our next Argument ſhal be taken from Divine Concurſe, 4+ 418: fon Di- 
its Principe , Nature, and Efficace \, the explication whereof wil *#"* Concurſe- 
give us a ful demonſtration of our Hypotheſis; which we fhal 
endeavor to lay down in the following Particulars, 

1. That God predetermines the wil to the ſubſtrate mater or 1. 1s Princips. 
entitative act of that which is ſinful, may be demonſtrated from 
the Principe of al Divine Concurſe. What is the aCtive principe of 
al Divine Concurſe , but the Divine wil? Doth not ſacred Pa- 
gine expreſſely ſpeak fo much ? So Eph. 1. 11. Who worketh althings 
e counſel of hu own wil. And more particularly as to the 
ſubſtrate mater of ſin it's ſaid , A. 4. 28. that thoſe who cruci- 
fied our Lord, did ate but wbat Gods hand , or wil and counſel prede- 
termined jo be done, of which before. And Strangius himſelf grants 
us, hb... cap. 11, pag. 63. That conciſe , as to its prime att is in 
God, and the ſame with God. Now ſuch is the Omnipotence of Ciun voluntas 
the Divine wil, that althings muſt neceſſarily be done, which he Pivina fir effi- 
wils to be done, and in that manner as he wils them , as Aquinas — ro 
wel determines, How then is it pollible, but that if God wil qua hn 
that the ſubſtrate mater of ſin exiſte, it muſt neceſſarily exiſte, quz Deus fieri 
and in that manner as he wils it ? Can any perſon or thing reſiſte vulr, ſed quod 
the Divine efficacious wil ? And what is al active concurſe but ©2 _ fant, 
the determination of the ſame efficacious wil ? See more of Gods j{e.; yelir, — 
wil being the ſpring and prigcipe of Divine concurſe, Court Gent. guin. part. 1. 


P.4 BASS: 3. 


2, That God predetermines the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of 2. 1s Natws. 

ſin may, be demonſtrated from the nature of Divine concurſe as 

to its Totalitie, Univerſalitie as to effetts, Particularitie as to manner 

of working, Immediation, Antecedence, and ſoverain abſolute Indepen- 
dence. (1) The Totalitie of Divine concurſe ſufficiently demon- 1. Totalitis 
ſtrates its predetermination as to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. That 
Gods concurſe to al ſecond cauſes, acts, and effes is total we 
have ſufficiently demonſtrated, I Gent, P.4. B.2. (\.7.pag. + 4 
« Thus 


164. 


Aded ut tota 
atio pendeat 
A Deo, & tota 
A Creatura, 


26 Univirſali- 
7 


thts . 


3« Particulati- - 


Atgxzzent from Divine Canevr ſo. Book mn. 


Thus much is alſo granted by Strangivs , bib. 1. cap. 10. pag. xy, 


where he allertes, That the whole attion dependes on God , a5 alſo on 
the creature ;, otherwiſe God ſhould not concur immediately : Though 
lam not ignorant that a Divine.of name among us, as alſo of the 
ſame partie with Strangins, denies Gods concurie to the ſubſtrate 
mater of {in to be total ; yet becauſe he is ſingular therein, and 
different from his own partie, I ſhal take it for granted, that Gods 


 concurſe us total; and thence endeavor to prove its predetermining 


the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. For if God totally concur 
to the ſubſtrate act of ſin, muſt he not alſo concur to- the wil that 
Puts forth that aft? And if God concur to the wil in the prody. 
Ction of the aft, muſt he not alſo neceflarily determine the wil 
to that act ? That Gods total concurſe doth not only reach. the 
act and effect, but alſo the wil itſelf is granted by Srrangiue, l1b.2, 
cap.6. pag. 171. Neither, faith he, do we ſay, that the Concurſe 
© of God doth reach only the effeft, but not the efficient cauſe, 
* ſithat the very aipyera, Energie of the ſecond cauſe mult be from 
*God; and the action is not leſſe an effe than the work, &c. 

(2) The Univerſalitic of Divine concurſe as to al effects what- 
ſoever gives us a further demonſtration of its efficacious prede- 
termination as to the entitative act of ſin. That Divine concurſe 
1s univerſally extenſive to al acts of the wil, as wel as to al other 
objects, by giving forces and affiſtancesto faculties, exciting and 
appling them to their acts, and ordering them ſo as that they 
may in the beſt manger reach their ends, we have copioſely de- 
monſtrated , Court Gent. Part 4.. Book, 2. Chap. 7. $. 2. pag. 296, 
297.. And doth not this ſufficiently demonltrate Gods concurſe 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin to be predeterminative? Yea, to 
ipcak properly,s there, or can there be any real eſficience, influxe, 
or concurle ſent forth by God as the prime univerſal cauſe of al- 
things, which is not predeterminative? To talke of an univerſal 
general concurſe of God, which immediately influenceth. the wil 
and al its natural acts, and yet doth not predetermine, s, e: excite 
and applie the wil-to its aft, what is it but pure non-ſenſe and 
virtual contradiction ? | 

(3) The Particwlaritie of Gods concurſe as to its manner of 
working doth alſo invidtly demonſtrate its. predetermination as 
to the entitative at-ofſin. Divine concurſe, albeit it be univerſal 
as to the.extent. of its object; yet it's moſt particular and proper 


as.to. its manner of working. Our Adverfaries generally., both 
. | Pelagians, , 
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- Chap. I, Attgummnt from Divine Contr ſe. 
" Felagians, Moliniſts, Arminians, and New Mcthodiſts talke much 


of a general indifferent concurſe, alike commun to al eſfe&ts, and 
determinable by its ſubſtrate mater ; as the general influence of 
the Sun is determinable by the mater it workes on. But, alas! 
how unbecoming and incongruous to the Divine perfeCtions is 
ſuch a general indifferent concurſe ? Doth not this make the firſt 
cauſe to be ſecond, becauſe dependent ; and the ſecond cauſe firſt, 
becauſe independent ? And doth it not hence alſo neceſſarily fol- 
low, that the firſt cauſe may, by the indiſpoſition of the matet or 
refiſtence of ſecond Agents, be fruſtrated of its intended effect ? 
What more expreſſely oyerthrows the ſoverain Dominion and 
univerſal Concurſe of God, than ſucha general indifferent Con- 
curſe? And yet is pot this one of the moſt plauſible ſubterfuges 
our Adverſaries have to ſhelter themſelves under ? They object, 
If God ſhould þy a particular predeterminative concurſe deter. 
mine the wikfo act in ſins intrinſecally evil, as the hatred of God, 
or the like , then the ſpecification of the aft and moral determi- 
nation of it te its particular object would be from God ; and ſo 
God inevitably ſhould be the Author of ſin. This is their prin- 
cipal and indeed their only objection worth a naming againſt our 
Hypotheſis; to which we intend a more ful anſwer in the next 
Chapter, $. 1. at preſent let this ſuſhce, [1] We ſay not, that 
God is a particular cauſe, but univerſal, working in and by a parti- 
cular concurſe ſuitable to the indigence of the mater it workes 
on. [2] We ſay not, that this particular Concurſe of God doth 
morally ſpecifie, or determine the linful aCt to its obje&t , but only 
phyſically individuate or naturally modifie the ſubſtrate mater of 
the ſinful act. - This is incomparably wel explicated by Dr. Sa- 
mel Ward, that great Profeſſor of Theologie , in his Determina- 
tion of Gods Concurſe, pag. 117. where he ſtrongly demonſtrates, 
That the previous Concurſe of God , as 8he firft pan. , doth in its way 
modifie and determine al the attions of ſecond cauſes : and if ſo, then 
ſurely the ſubſtrate entitative act of ſin, as hereaſter. [3] That 
general indifferent concurſe , which our Adverſaries fo warmly 
contend for, ſithat they grant it to be cauſative and influential on 
the ſinful a, doth equally infer God to be the Author of ſin, as 
our predeterminative concurſe. For if it be cauſative and effe- 
Ctive of the att, then ſurely of that individual act, as determined 
to ſci an object : for to talke of its concurrence to the aft iz 
genere,s7 the ceneral, and not 51 mmdividuo, in its individual deter- 
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mination to its object, is ſuch an abſurditie in Philoſophie , that 
al awakened Philoſephers wil decrie it : for what Tyro cannot 
informe us, that al phyſical a&ts are ſuppoſitorum , of individual ſx 
gular ſubſtances , and ſo without al peradventure individual and 
lingular : and if fo, then muſt not their general concurſe reach 
not only the ation in general, but alſo individually conſidered, as 
relating to its obje&t, not morally , but phyſically? And wil it not 
hence follow, that their general concurſe is cauſative of the enti. 
tative act, as determined to its object, and ſo-makes God the Ay. 
thor of ſin, as much, at leaſt as wel as our predeterminative con- 
curſe, as more fully Chap. 6. $. 1. Of the particularitie of Divine 
Concurſe ſee Court Gene. P.4. B.2. C7. $.4. 

(4) The Immediation of Divine Concurſe ſtrongly demonſtrates 
the predetermination of the wil as to the eatitative act of ſin 
thereby. Our Adverſaries generally , both Jeſuites, Arminians, 
and new Methodiſts, excepting ſome few that adhere to Du. 

randw, grant an immediate concurſe to the entitative act of ſin; 
which if wel followed wil neceſſarily infer predeterminative cop- 
curſe, ſpecially according to the conceſſions of the new Met 
diſts; who ſay,That this immediate concurſe reacheth not only the effeft 
and aft, (which the Jeſuites and Arminians grant ) but alſo the 
very wil itfelf, as the immediate efficient of the act. Touching 
this immediate Concurſe ſee Srrangius, bb. 1. cap. 10. pag. 54, &c, 
& lib, 2. cap. 5. pag. 163. And among the Jefuites none has more 
acutely demonſtrated this, than Suarez, Metaphyſ. Diſp. 22. Seb. 1, 
and our Country-man Camptor: Carleton, in his Philoſ. Univer. Diſp. 
28. Seft. 2, 3. pag. 318; & Diſput. 29. Sett. 1,2; pag. 323, 324. 
where he dadoalirates ſtrongly , againſt Zud. a Dola, That God 
immediately together with the creature produceth the very att of ſin, 
Now hence we thus argue : lf God, _—— with the human'wil, 
mmediately produceth the very aCtof ſin, then certainly he muſt 
of neceſſitic predetermine the wil to that entitative act : For ſup- 
poſe the ſinful a&t'be morus primo primus, as they phraſe it, or a 
mere ſimple volition of the wil, how is it poſſible, that God ſhould 
immediately produce this aft of the wil , without applying the 
wil to the at? Do not the very Jeſuites, Suarez, Carleton, with 
others grant, That one and the ſame ſinful att is produced b god and 
the human wil ? And doth not Strangins with others of the New 
Methodiſts alfo acknowlege further, Tht Gods Concurſe to this ſin- 


ful aft of the wil is previous to that of the wil, not only ſimultaneous, as 
| ; Strang. 


Chap.5. Argument from Divine Concur fe, 
Strang. kb, 1, cap. 10. pag. 56 ? Yea Strangius and thoſe of his per- 
fuaſion grant yet more, That Gods imme-::34te concurſe reacheth noe 
only the att and effett, but alſo the wil tſelf, as Strang. pag. 171, And 
is1t not moſt evident, from theſe ingenuous coontiona of our Ad- 
yerſaries, touching immediate concurſe, that God doth predeter- 
mine nn wil to the entitative aCt of ſin? Can we imagine, that 
one and the ſame ſinful a&t ſhould be produced immediately by 
God and the human wil, and yet God not applie the wil to its 
at, which is al that is meant by predetermination ? Yea-, doth 
God not only concur with the wil to one and the ſame aCt., but 
alſo influence the wil in the prodution of that aft, as Strangius 
and others grant, and yet not applie it toact ? How is it poſlible, 
that God ſhould influence the wil in the produCtion of any a, 
without actuating or drawing forth the wil to aft? And if God 
atuate or draw forth the wil to aft , doth he not applic it to the 
a&t, and fo predetermine the ſame ? Again, doth God by an im- 
iate concurſe not only influence the wil and its aft, but alfo: 
antecedently and in a moment of reaſon and cauſalitie before the 
concurs to its own act, as Strangins allo grants? and doth. 

ot this give us a more abundant demonſtration, that God-pre. 
determines the wil to that act? Can there be any previous con- 
curſe immediately actuating and influencing the wil in its ach, but 
what is predeterminative ? Doth not the wil neceſlarily depend 
on the previous concurſe of the firſt cauſe? andifſo, mult it not 
be applied and predetermined to.its act thereby ? But more of 
this previous concurſe in our next Argument. Laſtly, if we al- 
low (with the Jeſuites) unto God only an immediate concurſe to 
the att of the wil, al thoſe black conſequences which our Adver- 


 /Ffaries caſt on the Aſſertors of predetermination , may with the 


ſame facilitie be refle&ted on them : for if they make God, by an 
immediate concurſe to concur to the act of ſin, do they not make 
him the cauſe and ſo the Author of fin as wel as we?- More of im- 
mediate Concurſe, ſee {ourt Gent. P.4.B.2.C.7.5 4. 


(5) The Prioritie and Antecedence of Divine Concurſe doth in- 5. Prioritie 
victly 


demonſtrate its predetermining, the wil as to-the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſinful a&ts. We ſhal here reaſſume a Principe already. 
eſtabliſhed, and granted by Jeſuites and New Methodiſts, namely, 
That the aftion of the firſt cauſe concurring- with the ſecond, is not, 
4 to paſſive attingence , diſtinit from the ation of the ſecond cauſe. 


This is generally granted by the Moliniſts, as Le Blaze, Conct!. 
Arbitr, 


Arbitr. par. 3. theſ. 28. pag. 433. and by Fanſenius, Auguſt. tom, 1. 
lib. 5. cap. 20. pag. 119. It's true, the Concurſe of God the firſt 
cauſe is really different from that of the ſecond, as to ative artin- 
gence or principe, becauſe Gods concurſe , aCtively conſidered, is 
the ſame with his wil ; yet as to paſſive attingence , the aCtion and 
effect produced by God differ not from the actin and cffepro. 
duced by the ſecond cauſe. This being premilſltd, we procgde to 
demonſtrate Divine predetermination to the ſabſtrate mater of 
ſin from the prioritie and - antecedence of Divine concurle , and 
that in and by the following Propoſitions. (1) Prop. The fir## 
cauſe doth in order of nature or cauſalitie concur before the ſecond. 
This Propoſition is potently demonſtrated by the acute Dr. Sam. 
Ward, Determinat, de Concurſ. Det, pag. 116, &c. And the argu- 
ments for it are inviCt: for [1] where there is ſubordination 
and dependence in caufalitie, which is proper to every ſecond 
cauſe, there poſterioritie is eſſentially appendent. Again, [2] al 
ſecond cauſes in regard of God are bur inſtruments, as eAquinas 
proves: yea the wil of man as dependent on God iy but a vital 
inſtrument, albeit in regard of the effeCt it may ſometimes be ter- 
med a principal Agent : Now doth not every inſtrument ſubſerve 
the principal Efficient ? And doth not that which is ſubſervient 
in order of cauſalitie move after that which is the principal A- 
gent? But here we are to remember , that when we aſſert Gods 
Concurſe to be previous in regard of its principe and indepen- 
dence, we denic not , but that it is alſo ſmltaneons in regard of 
the action and effect produced by the ſecond cauſe, as Alvarez, 
lib. 3. de Anxil. Diſput. 19. num. 4. & Twiſſe, Vind. Grat. lib. 2. de 
Criminat. part. 3.pag. 56. But that which we defiic is, That Gods 
Concurſe ts ſolely concomitant and ſimultaneous; and that [3] be- 
cauſe this fimultaneous concurſe makes God 6nly a partial cauſe, 
and dependent on the ſecond cauſe in the production of its effect. 
Yea, ſome of the Jeſuites grant, That if we conſider the concurſe 
of God abſo'utely , ' without reſpect to this or that ſecond cauſe, 
ſo it is in order of nature before the influxe of the ſecond canſe. 
So Fonſeca, Meaaphyſ. lib,6. cap. 2. queſt.5. ſe. 13. The like 
Strangins, lib. 1. cap. 11. pag. 60, 61. Thus alſo Burgerſdicins, Me- 
raphy. lth. 2. cap. 11. grants, Gods concurſe in ſupernaturals to be 
previous, albeit in naturals he would havet to be only ſimultane- 
ous : Which is molt abſurd : for the aCtive concutſe of God, bei 
nothing elſe but the immanent act gf his wil , muſt necefſarily be 
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the ſame in naturals as in ſupernaturals. More of the prioritie 
and Antecedence of the Divine Concurſe, ſee Court Gent. P. 4. 
B. 2.C.7. $.4.p.416. Hence, (2) Prop. This previous Concurſe 
of God as the firſt Cauſe muſt neceſſarily move and applie every ſecond 
cauſe to its att and effett. For how is it poſſible, that the ſecond 
cauſe ſhould act, unleſſe the firſt move and applie it to its aCt ? 
Can a ſecond cauſe move it ſelf toan att, unleſſ: it be firſt moved 
thereto by the firſt cauſe? Whence, (3) Prop. This previous Con- 
curſe of God in applying and moving the Wil of man to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſin predetermines the ſame. For if one and the ſame ſin- 
ful ation be produced by God and the human Wil, and God 
concurs in order of nature before the wil, yea premove and ap- 

lie it to the act, muſt he not neceſſarily predetermine the 
ame? Al the wit and ſubtilitie of our Adverſaries wil never ex- 
tricate themſelves or fatisfie any awakened mind in this point, 
How God doth by a previous conciſe move and attuate the Wil, and 
yet not predetermine it to the att, Indeed to ſpeak the truth, the 
Sentiments not only of the Arminians, but alſo af the new Me- 
thodiſts, Baromns, Strangius and others abour Concurſe, fal in 
with thoſe of the Jeſvites for a ſimultaneous Concurſe only, albeit 
fome of them in termes diſown it. 


(6) Laſtly, the ſoverain and abſolute Independence of Gods Con- 6. Abſolute It- 
curſe gives us further demonſtration of his predetermining the 4pendznce. 


wil as to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. That Gods Concurſe is not 
(onditionate but abſolute and independent, we have copioſely proved, 
(ourt Gent, P.4.8.2.c.7. $.4. p. 412, &c. And indeed, what 
more abſurd, yea impoſſible, than ſuch a conditionate Concurſe, 
whereby the Moliniſts and Arminians ſappoſe Gods concurrence 
to depend on mans? ls there not hereby an effetual dore open- 
ed to a progreſle into infinite ? For if God concur ,on condition 
that man concur, doth God concur to that condition, or not ? 
If not, is there not then ſome aCt of the creature produced with- 
out Gods concurſe ? If God concur to the working of that con- 
dition, then abſolutely, or conditionally : if abſolutely, then his for- 
mer Concurſe is not conditional : if conditionally, then what an 
infinitnde of Conditions will follow hence? We take it then for 
granted, that Gods Concurſe is not conditional, but abſolute and 
independent. And hence we thus argue : If God concur abſo- 
Intely and independently to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, then he 
doth predetermune the wil thereto : the conſequence is _ 
al 
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Iv to one and the ſame aCtion and effe&, the one mult neceſſaril 

p nar on the other ; and that which depends on another muſt 
be determined by-that other : for every cauſe that is dependent 
on another, is ſo far as it depends thereon determinable thereby, 
Tt's true, natural corporeous effefts have ſome dependence on the 
Sun, without being determined thereby , becauſe the Sun is a li- 
mited cauſe, and has not efficace ſufficient to determine the mater 
is workes on, but is rather determined thereby, and ſo in that re. 
ſpec dependent thereon : But as for God the firlt cauſe whoſe 
wil, the principe of his concurſe, is omnipotent and molt effica. 
cious, it's impoſſible, that nhjcon have any dependence on, or 


be any way determinable in his concurſe by the mater he workes 
on : he being the moſt univerſal caule, infinitely perfect, and void 
. of al potentaalitie or paſſive power mult neceſſarily predetermine 
al ſecond cauſes to their ats, but be determined by none, But 
more of this in what immediately follows of the efficace of Gods 
Concurle. 

3+ The efficace of 3, Having demonſtrated Divine predetermination to the ſub. 
Divine Concurſe ſtrate mater of ſin from the Principe and Nature ot Divine con- 
proves priditer- curſe, we now procede to demonſtrate the ſame from the Effcace 
Nos autem eo thereof, Strangins, bib. 1. cap. 11, pag. 61. albeit he denies Gods 
'nomine, [c.in- general Concurſe, whereby he concurs to the mater of ſin, to be pre- 
fluxus commu- eterminative, yet he grants it is efficacious, calling it Wigywar, the 
I: force and efficace of God, whereby he ſubordinates ſecond cauſes to him. 
przdctermina- J*!f 3 ſo that whatever they are or att, they eſſentially depend on him in 
tionem intelli- both reſpel#s, And this 1ngennous conceſſion touching the efficace 
gimus, ſed vim, of Divine concurſe, is al that we require to build our preſent De- 
wer, & monſtration on , which we ſhal diſtribute into two branches, (1) 
qui — Gods efficacious concurſe unto al nataral alts and effetts. (2) Gods 

cundzs fibi fab. Efficacious concurſe to al ſupernatural atts and effetts. 
vredinar, 8c. 1. We ſhal demonſtrate Divine predetermination to the ſab. 
Strang.l.1.c.11. ſtrate mater of ſin from the efficacitie of Divine concurſe as to al 
_—_ natural aits and effetts;, which evidently appears in the following 
ater of __— particulars. (1) Gods concurſe to al phyſic or natural cauſes , mots. 
ons, and effetts 3 moſt efficacious, This Propoſition the ſacred Scri- 
ptures do abundantly confirme, as Eſa. 26. 12. Rom. 11. 36, Eph. 
I, 11. Af. 17. 28, of which Before Chap. 3. $. 1. Thus much 
Strangius and thoſe of his perſuaſion grantus, as before, c, 2. $. 1. 
(2) ,The efficace of Divine concurſe dependes on the efficace and deter 
mination 


Book III, 


and clear : For where two Agents concur totally and immediate. 


Chap.s. Efficaciowr Concurſe as to natural ABs, 
mination of the Divine wil. For what is efficacious concurſe, con- 


ſidered actively, but the efficacitie of the Divine wil predetermi- 
ning to act ſo or ſo ? oe ary that aCtive concurſe is any thi 

elſe but an immanent efficacious act of the Divine wil is to crofſe 
the mind of ſacred Scriptures and the molt awakened Divines, 
as we have copioſely demonltrated, Court Gent. P.4. B.2. (7.4.3. 
(3) Gods wil being efficacious and determinate determines al ſecond 
cauſes to al their natural attions and effetts. Is it not inpoſlible, 
but that the. wil of God being omnipotent and determined for the 
production of ſuch an action of mans wil, the ſaid action or effect 
muſt neceſſarily follow ? Is not the wil of God ſufficiently-potent 
to determine the wil of man in al its natural afts? ls not the effi- 
cacitic of the Divine wil fo great, that not only thoſe things are 
done, which God wils ſbal be done, but in that manner as he wils 


them ? Doth not Srrangins confeſſe ſo much lib, 1. cap. 10. pag.s 5. Non _ ſunt 
ea quz Deus 


& kb. 2. cap. 11, pag. 266.? Whence if God in his own wil pur- vule fieri , ſed 


poſe and determine, that the human wil ſhould produce ſuch or 
ſuch an ation,Mppoſe that whereto ſin is neceſſarily annexed, is — 


not the human wil neceſlarily in regard of the Divine wil, and vulc fieri, 


yet freely in regard of its own manner of working predetermined Strang-l.2-c.11. 


thereto? This is moſt evident in the crucifixion of our Lord, ex. f: 255 
preſſed, AF. 2. 23. By the determinate counſel, T5 6uagty Buriyi.e. an, ,, » . 
by the decreed, fixed, determined wil of God. The like AF. 4. 28. 

of which places before, Chap. 3. $.2. Hence (4) The efficacious 
concurſe of God modifies, and according to its mode determines al attions 

of ſecond cauſes, not only neceſſarily but freely. Doth the Divine wil 
determine itſelf to the produCtion of every ſingular individual 
effet? and may it not, yea mult it not then determine the hu- 

man wil to al its natural acts ? Has mans infirme ambulatorie wil 
power todetermine al ſuch faculties, aCts and effects as are ſubject 

to its Empire ? and has not the Divine wil, which is infinitely 
more efficacious, power to determine al inferior powers, acts and 
effefts ſubjeCt to its univerſal Dominion ? And doth it not hence 
follow, that the ſoverain Divine wil doth by its efficacious con- 

curſe predetermine al the free acts of the human wil, which ne- 
ceſſarily fal under its Empire and modification? See this wel de- 
monſtrated by that judicious Profeſſor Sam. Ward, Determinat. de 
Concurſu Dei, pag. 118, &&c. Whence (5) The efficacious prede- 
terminative concurſe of God vs extendes itſelf to al natural good, 


even tothe ſubſtrate mater of ſinful atts, Strangins and others of 
Z our 
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our Opponents grant, That Gods efficacious predetermining Con- 
curſe extendes 1t ſelf not only to al ſupernatural good, but alfo 
to al natural good, that has not fin intrinſecally annexed to it: 
whence we may, by a paritie of reaſon demonttrate divine Pre. 
determination to the ſubſtrate mater of al aCtions, though never 
ſo intrinſecally evil : for the ſubſtrate mater of al ations though 
intrinfecally evil, is naturally good. Take the Hatred of God, 
which is reckoned to be an aft moſt intrinſecally evil, and if we 
conſider it in its ſubſtrate mater or entitative act, ſo it is nat- 
xally good, and if it were exerted againſt ſin, its proper objeR, 
it would be alſo morally good : So that indeed the ſubſtrate mater 
of bad and good ations 1s the ſame, namely ſome natural good, 
and Gods Concurſe to the one and other is the ſame. Yea this 
indeed is acknowledged by Strangius, 1. 2. c. 3.p. 154. Al natural 
att are good by the bonitie of Being, 1. e, entitatively and naturally— 
Ex fic quantum whence he concludes, and ſo as to Concurſe we ſay, that God con- 
ad concurfum ,,,, ;1 the ſame manner to generation from lawful Matrimonie and 
wg oc that from adulterie;, becauſe the aftion on both ſides is phyſically o 
concurrere eo- the ſame kind. A great conceſſion indeed, which would our Ad- 
dem modo ad verfaries fully come up unto, how ſoon and how eaſily might we 
generationem - pyt a period to this Controverſie ? For ifthe ſame aCtion may be, 
ex-legiimo 2. toits ſubſtrate mater naturally good and ſinful, and both phy- 
arr mg fically of the ſame kind, and ſo Gods Concurſe to both the ſame, 
phyfict cadem why then may not God be allowed to predetermine the wil to 
e{tſpecie utro- the ſubſtrate mater of that which is ſinful, as wel as to the ſub- 
biqye aftio.. ſtrate mater of that which is good ? Surely if the aCtion be, as- 
—_— 2: to its ſubſtrate mater, in one and t'other naturally good, and 
S<Pe 154+ phyſically of one and the ſame kind, there can be no rational 
account given, why God ſhould not predetermine the wil to the 
fubſtrate mater of that which is evil, as wel as to that which is 
good. In ſhort, as there is no moral act ſo perfect in this im- 
perfeCt ſtate, but has ſome vitioſitic adherent to it, ſo there is 
no natural aft ſo ſinful, but it has for its ſubſtrate mater ſome 
natural good: and as God by predetermining the wil to the 
moral good is no way the Author of the vitioſitte appendent to 
the act; ſo by predetermining_ it to the natural ſubſtrate mater 
of the ſinful act, he is as much exemted from being the Author 
20 Effitacious of the ſm. The ſubſtrate mater of the one and the other being the 
Cencurſe as to Tame, of which more F. 5. 
ſupernatural 2. We procede to demonſtrate Divine Predetermination to 


Afts and Ef-- the ſubſtrate mater of Sin from the Efficacitie of Divine Con- 
ſett&. curſe 


& 
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curſe as to ſupernatural Afs and Effefts. Our Adverſaries the 
New Methodiſts, Baronim only excepted, grant that efficacions 
Concarſe as to ſupernatural good ts predeterminative ;, from which 
we no way dout, but to draw an invict Demonſtration, that Di- 
vine Concurſe isalſo predeterminative as to the ſubſtrate mater 
of ſinful acts, even ſuch as are intrinſecally evil. This Province 
we ſhal endeavor to make good by ſeveral Arguments, (1) From 
the Principe of al Predetermination : what is the principe of al 
Predetermination, but the omnipotent efficacious wil of God ? 


And howare al Acts and Effects predetermined by the Divine 


il, but by an immutable predeterminative Decree, termed his 
eterminate Counſel, At. 2.23? which is ſaid, At. 4.28. to pre- 
determine the Crucifixion of Chriſt? Doth not therefore the 
ſame determinate (ounſe! or wil of God predetermine the ſub- 
ſtrate mater of ſin, as wel as any at morally good ? ls not then 
predetermination as to its attive Attingence or principe one and 


" the ſame, both as to natural and ſupernatural good, albeit as ts 


its paſſive Attingence and effect it be greatly different ? For al- 
beit there be a double Concurſe required to ſupernatural good, 
one to the ſubſtrate mater, which is a natural good, and the 
other to the moral good, which is ſupernatural, but only a ſingle 
concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin; yet in point of efficace 
the predeterfnination to the later is equal to the former, as to 


"Divine efficience: For there is as much power and efficace re- 


or- natural entitative act of ſin, as there is to any ſupernatural 
: both are alike facile to the divine omnipotent wil: and 
fire! no reaſon can be given, why predetermination is neceſſary 
for the produCtion of any gracious act, and not as neceſſary for 
the produCtion of the entitative act of ſin: for the Wil of Man 
is equally uncapable of acting at al, as of acting graciouſly with- 
out Predetermination, whatever ſome may imagine to the con- 
trary. 
G) From the ſubſtrate mater of al natural and ſupernatural good. 
Are not al gracious afts and habits Ioged in human nature ? 
What is ſupernatural good but a ray 0f the divine Nature irra- 
diated into human Nature, and ſeated therein as its proper ſub- 
je&t ? Ts not al grace a ſupernatural mode implanted in human 
nature? whence, if God by efficacious Grace predetermine the 


wil to receive any habitual infuſion, or att of Grace, muſt he got 
Z 2 alſo 


& ya to predetermine or premove the wil to the ſubſtratemater, 
d 
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alſo neceſſarily predetermine the wil to the natural a&t which is 
the ſubſtrate mater of that ſupernatural mode? And if God pre. 
determine the wil to the natural act of that which is good, muſt 
he not alſo predetermine it to the natural a&t of that which is 
evil? What difference can there be afligned between the natural 
aft of Crucifying our Lord, which was intrinſecally evil, and 
that of crucifying the Thieves, which was a piece of Juſtice ? 
Did not God then as much predetermine the former as the later ? 
Yea, to raiſe this Argument higher, hath fot the ſame ſubſtrate 
mater, which- is ſupernaturally good and. gracious as to. its ſub- 
ſtance, ſome modal -vitioſitie an obliquitic appendent thereto 
in this imperfect ſtate? If then God predetermine the Wil to 
the ſubſtrate mater of that: which is ſupernaturally good, muſt 
he not alſo neceſſarily predetermine it to the ſubſtrate mater 
of that which is alſo evil? 1 am net ignorant what 1s- replied 
hereto; which we no way dout but wil prove invalid, and no 
better than ſmoke or vapor, when we come to enlarge more fully 
on this Argument, $. 5; 

- (3) We demonſtrate the neceſlitie of Divine Predetermina- 
tion tothe ſubſtrate mater of what is ſinful, from the Invaliditie 
yea vanitie of thoſe reaſons which are urged by our Adverſaries 
againſt it, which do with as much force ſtrike at Predetermina- 
tion to what is ſupernaturally good. [1] One principal Ob- 
jection that our Adverſaries urge againſt predetermination to the 
ſubſtrate mater of ſin, ſpecially ſuch ſins as are intrinſecally evil, 
is That it. deſtroyes the libertie of the Wil, &c.. We ſhal not now 
attemt-any anſwer to the Objection, but reſerve it.for its proper 
place,. (hap. 6. $. 5. only we are to ſhew, that the whole of this 
Objection, and the reaſons urged to enforce it, do with as much 
force ſtrike againſt al Predetermination, even that which is grant- 
ed to ſupernatural good : For doth not Predetermination to 
gracious aQs, lay as much compulſion on the wil, and thence as 
much deſtroy its libertie, as predetermination to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſin? And is not the ſame obje&tion with its reaſons as 
. much urged, and: that with as great color of Reaſon, by the 
Moliniſts and Arminians, againſt al Predetermination to gracious 
acts ? I muſt confeſſe, 1 could never, neither do. I think any elſe 
can-muaintain and defend our ground againſt the Jeſuites and Ar. 
mtnians, if thoſe reaſons and. grounds which our Adverſarics 
urge againſt Predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, be ad- 


mitted. 


LE FR LPT mm WW = FF = 


eee be i. 2 AX OS eV REATGAOCT = 


Chap. 5. ſupernatural As and Effetc. 


mitted as valid. [27] The like may be ſaid of that other ob- 
jeftion or reaſon, why our Adverſaries reje&t Predetermination 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, namely, That it makes al Gods Laws 
naturally and abſolutely mpoſſible, &c. Is not this very objettion, 
and the reaſon urged toenforce it, as much urged by Moliniſts 
and Arminians, againſt al Predetermination even to gracious 
Afts? And are not the reaſons as valid on the later as on the 
former ſide ? What reaſon do the new Mcthodiſts give, that Pre- 
determination to the entitative act of ſin makes Gods Laws im: 
poſſible, but that it takes away the Wils Indifference, and de- 
ſtroys the natural power that the wil is inveſted with to att or 
not to at? And doth not Predetermination to good as much 
deſtroy the wils indifference, and its power to aCt or not to 
at? [3] Our Adverſaries urge, That this Predetermination 
takes away the uſe of Promiſes, Invitations, and al evangelic offers of 
Grace, and ſuppoſeth God not to deal ſincerely with Sinners, in ma- 
king offers of Grace, and yet irreſiſtibly determining their Wils againſt 
the acceptance of theſe offers ? 1s not this very objection, with its 
reaſon urged, and that with as much force of reaſon by Teſuites 
and Arminians againſt Predetermination to gracious Acts? For 
if no. man can entertain thoſe offers of Grace by his own free- 
wil, without a predeterminative Concurſe, are not al gracious 
Promiſes, Invitations, and offers of Grace to Sinners; who fal 
not under this/Predetermination, vain and uſeleſſe ? Our Adver- 
faries the new. Methodiſts generally, (ſome few excepted) denie 
any ſufficient Grace or Free-wil in corrupt Nature for the re- 
ception of evangelic offers and Grace: and is not then the viti- 
ous wil of corrupt Nature as wel determined by its own vitioſitte 
againſt the offers of Grace, as by the predeterminative Concurſe 
of God > [4] Our Adverſaries object, That this Predetermina-. 
tion to the entitative att of ſin, ſuppoſeth God to compel and force men 
to fin, and ſo makgs him to be the real Author of Sin, yea more than 
the Sinner that is under a-violent compulſion, &c, and is not this very 
argument urged by Jeſuites and Arminians agaialt al Predeter- 
mination even to what is good, and that with as much color of 
reaſon ? For ſay they, If God predetermine the wil to what is 

ood, then he compels and forceth the wil to be good ; ſo that: 
the wil being under a compulſion cannot be ſaid to be the Au-: 
thor of its own act, but is as a Stock or Stone in the exercice 
of that at, which deſtroyeth al moral good, &'c. Which obje-- 
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lidly anſwered if their objection be good; though according tg 
our Principes neither the one or the other objection has any 
force in it, as we ſhal demonſtrate, c.6.$. 5. To conclude this 
argument, I am very confident, our Opponents the new Metho- 
dilts wil never be able to defend an efficacious determinatiye 
Concurſe to what is morally or ſupernaturally good, fo long as 
they denie the ſame to the ſubſtrate mater of fin, which is natu. 
rally good : for al, or at leaſt the moſt of thoſe arguments they 
urge againſt the later, may, and are urged by the Moliniſts and 
Arminians againſt the former, and that with equal force. And 
this Baroniss did by his natural acumen foreſce, and therefore 
he took a courſe more ſeemingly rational according to his Prin- 
cipes, though leſſe friendly to divine Concurſe, to denie al Pre. 
determination as wel to ſupernatural as natural good; of which 

ſee his Metaph. Sett. 8, Diſput. 3. 1.66. &C. p. 136. 
$. 5. Our fifth Argument ſhal be taken from the Nature of Sin, 
its ſubſtrate mater and formal reaſon. 1. As to the general Idea 
and ſubſtrate mater of ſin, we have demonſtrated, Ch. 1. $. 2. 
(1) That al human atts conſidered in their natural entitie, abſtrafted 
from their moral conſtitution, are neither good nor evil. (2) That al 
moral afts whether good or evil recerve their formal Conſtitution and 
Determination from the Moral Law. (3) That no buman Af con- 
ſidered phyſically, or according to its natural entitative ſubſtance, is 
intrinſecally evil, but only morally, in regardof its moral ſpecification 
or determanation to ſuch or ſuch an objeth, Hence, (4) That ſin 
has for its ſubſtrate mater ſome natural good. Now theſe Propo- 
ſitions being laid as ſo many Principes, we hence argue, That 
God muſt neceſſarily concur to, yea predetermine the ſubſtrate mater 
of ations 5xtrinſecally evil : For, if al ſinful atts, even ſuch as are 
intrinſecally evil morally, are, —_— to their ſubſtrate mater 
phyſically good, doth it not neceſſarily follow, that God the firſt 
cauſe muſt concur thereto, yea predetermine the ſame? Muſt 
not every ſecond Cauſe as ſuch be actuated and fo determined 
by its firſt Cauſe and his efficacious Concurſe ? Doth not the ſub- 
ordination of the ſecond Cauſe to the firſt, neceſſarily demon- 
ſtrate, not only its dependence on, but alfo Predetermination 
by the ſame in al its natural operations and ode? Is not every 
Being by participation neceſſarily limited, defined, and predeter- 
mined jg al its natural entitative motions by the firſt Being, which 
#e | _ 
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tion 1s as valid as that of our Adverſarics, and can never beſo 


REI ne OY os PS ws. A > © Y SM = 2.7 [up | 


" Chap.y. Arguerent from the Nature of S5u- 
' 4 ſuch by Eſſence? May not this alſ 


the very conceſſions of our Adverſaries Who grant, that vitio- 
fitie follows not any At as a natural Act ? So Strangine, |. 2, c. 


Þ1 243. We confeſſe, ſaith he, that Vitioſitie doth not follow the Fatemur qui- 

of, ſin.as an att;, for then every att would be ſin; alſo that it dem, malitiam 
doth not\ follow, as the att precedes from God, for then every alt that _ {equi ac- 
provedes from God, would have ſin. Now if {in follows not the a&t ohne | 
of ſin as an aft, what reaſon can there be why God ſhould not quiomnisa&us 
efficaciouſly concur to, yea predetermine the entitative act of eſſerpeccatum, . 
Sin ?/” This is wel explicated by Lud. Crocins, (that Breme Pro. © Strang. 


feſſaf, who was a-member of the Synod of Dort, and there be. 
ganthe New Method) Duodecas, Differt. de Volunt. Dei, Diſſert. 


\ 8, Thel. 99. p. 426. © As to the Att, ſaith he, of the Divine Wil 


F about ſm, the effates of Scripture ſeem to contradidt themſelves, 
$ whiles that ſome expreſlely affirm, That God mils and bates fans, 
F and thoſe that commit them, Pſal. 5. 5,6,7. Zgch. 8. 17. but 
© others ſeem to ſay, That God wils, creates, fable Yew, Eſa. 45. 
©7. Lam. 3.37, 38. Amos 3.6. But theſe things do wel agree, 
5 if the diſtinCtion be rightly obſerved, ( 1) Between the Act, and 
he Vitiolitie of the At. (2) Between the ACt as it is from 
God, and as it is from the Creature. (3) Between the wil of 
©God decreeing, and the wil of God commanding. Whence 
he conclu : 100. p.427. * For God wils and produceth, 
reatureas the firſt Cauſe by the ſecond, the Act, as an 


© wils andeffectes the ſame, albeit depraved by the Creature, as 
* inveſted with his moral reftitude, becauſe he produceth it by 
© his\own power|, from his immaculate SanCtitie and Juſtice, 
© which can never be made crooked or corrupted by any fecond 
. Whence he addes, Theſ. 101. * this act eſſentially 
*p00d, even as defiled by the Creature, God juſtly and holily 
£uſeth either as an Inſtrument of puniſhment, or of explorati- 
Eon or exercice, and as an ordinate convenient Medium, accord- 
<ing to his Juſtice for the beſt ends. Theſ. 102. In this ſenſe 
*God is ſaid, To create evil, to produce it out of his mouth, to ſend Jo- 
« ſeph into Egypt by the Vendition of his Brethren, to rob Job of his 
* ooods, to command Shimei to curſe David, to uſe Abſolon for the 
® defiling his Fathers Concubines, to deliver Chrift into the hands of 
&Fews and Gentiles. Thel. 103. For God decreed to produce 
«thoſe as, as adts, and to permit the depravation of them by 

the 


demonſtrated from | 


us, alio- 
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© the Sinners, and togſe them albeit depraved, wiſely and, juſtly 
©toends holily ordaill by him. 
2. From the ſor- 2, Divine Predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin may 
mal reaſon of he alſo demonſtrated from the formal natare of Sin, which con- 
Ga. ſiſtes in the. privation of that moral reCtitude due to ations, as 
Ch. 1.$. 2. -we have more fully explicated. Whence we thug 
argue: lt every deflexion from the Law of God be fin, then cer. 
tainly God neceſſarily predetermines to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſome: fins :-and if of ſome, why not of al, even ſuch as are in- 
-trinſecally evil? That God predetermines to the ſubſtrate mater 
-of ſome {ins is evident, and that from the conceſſions of our Ad- 
verſaries, who grant, That God doth predetermine the Wil to aftions 
i4mperfettly good, which alſo, according to their own confeſſions are 
modally ſinful: Whence we thus argue ; The ſubſtrate mater of 
the ſame action as good and as ſinfnl is the ſame : wherefore, 
if God predetgrmine the wil to the'ſubſtrate mter of the ation 
as good, muſt he not alſo predetermine it to the ſubſtrate mater 
of the ſame aCtion as ſinful? When we ſay, That Ged prede- 
termixes to the ſubſtrate mater of the ſame attion as ſinfil, 'As here, 
may not be taken ——_ but only ſpecificatively, i.e, as it 
fpecifiesand diſtributes the ſame action into good, and ſinful; which 
are different modes of one and the ſame ſubſtrate mater or en. 
titative att: ſo that our Opponents granting, that God doth 
predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of the ation as im. 
perfettly good, how can they poſſibly denie, that God prede- 
termines it alſo to the ſame ſubſtrate mater which is modally 
ſinful ? When I Can ſee a rational«dolutzon given to this argu- 
ment, ( which I deſpair of) I ſhal Yhink our Adverfaries have 
done muchſervice to their Cauſe. But they replie, If God con- 
cur by determinative influence to imperfeltly good attions, it doth not 
thence follow, that he concurs to attions intrinſecally, and in the ſub- 
ſtance of them evil. But I conceive this evaſion wil ſoon vaniſh 
into ſmoke and vapor, if we conſider wel, (1) That the leaſt 
ſin may not be imputed unto God as the Author of it, any more 
than the greateſt : the difference between ſins modally and in- 
trinſecally evil finds no place here : dare our Adverſaries ſay, 
that God is the Author of that modal ſin which adheres to afti- 
ons imperfectly good, but not of that intrinſecal evil which is 
=. in the hatred of God, or the like > Whence, (2) The force of 
P our Argument ariſeth from this paritie of reaſon, If God doth 
| concur, 
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concur, yea predetermine the wil to an at only modally ſin- 

fol, without falling under the imputation of being the Author 

of ſin, why may he not alſo predetermine the wil to the ſub- 

ſtrate mater of that which is intrinſecally evil, without the like 
imputation ? Albeit there be a diſparitie in the ſins, yet is not 

the paritie of reaſon for the one and the other the ſame? Ought 

we not to be as cautelous in exemting the Sacred Majeſtie of 

God from having any hand in the lealt ſin, as in the greateſt? 

And if we allow our ſelves the liberge of making him the au- 

thor of the leaſt fin, wil not that open a wide gate for atheiſtic 
blaſphemous wits to impute to him the greateſt ſins? Whence : 

if we can prove, what our Adverſaries wil never be able todiſ- 

prove, yea what they approve of, namely, that God doth pre- 

determine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative a&t, which 

is imperfectly good, but modally ſinful, it thence follows by ne- 

ceſſary conſequence and inevitable paritie of reaſon, that he 

can and doth predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of that + 

which is intrinſecally evil, without the leaſt imputation of be- 

ing the Author of ſin annexed thereto. I would fain have 

our Opponents weigh impartially the force of this Argu- 

ment. 

$. 6. Our next Argument for Gods Predetermination to the 6. 41g. from 

ſubſtrate mater of ſin ſhal be drawen from his Permiſſion of Sin, ©9245 Permiſſion 
And to make way to this demonſtration we mult diſtinguiſh of 7" 
Permiſſion; which is either legal or natural : Natural Permiſſion 

is either divine or human; and both either negative or poſitive. 

(1) God gives no legal Permiſſion or Indulgence to ſin, but on the 

contrary ſeverely prohibites it, and that on pain of death, 

(2) Gods natural Permiſſion as Reftor of the World is not of ſin ſim- 

ply as ſin, but as conducible to the principal ends of bis divine Guber- 

nation, . It's true, Divine Permiſſion regardes not only the ſub. ' 
ſtrate mater of ſin, but alſo ſin formally conſidered, and ſo fin 4 
under that reduplication, as ſin, yet not ſimply conſidered, but 
as it has a tendence or conducibilitie to the advance of Divine 
Glorie : and ſo much is confeſſed by Strang, !. 2.c. 22. p. 399. 
1f the Reduplication be joined to the terme ſin, it's true, that ſin as 
ſin 1s permitted by God, phyſically not morally, Yet I adde, not ſim- 
ply, but reſpeively, .as conducible to Gods ſupreme ends of Go- 
vernment. And Lad, (rocine, Duodec. Difſert. 8. Theſ.74. pag. 415. 
allertes, That God, albeit he wils - decrees only the material of ſin, 

Aa yet 
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ſn, as he explicates hi .430. (3) Thredls taf af 


Ft he permits the formal fn, not as ſin , but as the puniſhment 
rence between Gods —_ ton of fin, and mans : al mankind 


= 
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being by their near cagnation and mutual dependences each on 


other, as alfo by the allegeance they owe to God, vnder an eſſen- 
tial obligation to impede and hinder fin to the utmoſt of their 
power, in themſelves and in each other , hence it follows, that 


© they cannot permit ſin , without being partakers in the ſin they 


voluntarily permit : they are bound by the Law of their Maker 
and by their communion in human nature to hinder the egreſles 
vt ſin what they may. But is the ſoverain God under any ſuch 
eſſential obligation to man? Do not al men depend on him, but 
he on no man ? Is he under any obligation, more than what the 
reftitnde of his own nature and wil diftates to him, to hinder 
give grace ? May he not as Rector of the Univerſe, not only 
fuſpend his own influences, but alfo efficaciouſly and aCtively per- 
mit his mntable creature to fal into ſin , for the advance of his 
Own gtoric? Hence (4) Divine permiſſion is not only negative, but 
alſo poſurive and efficaciow. [1] Gods negative permeſſion of ſin is 
by withdrawing the quid prohibens , the bridle of reſtraining and 

reventing Grace, both habitual and aQtual ; which is not pro- 

erly a privation ot any grace due from God, but only a negation 
of undeferved, and peradventure abuſed grace. This permiſſion 
we terme negative, not in regard of the principe or ſabe , as if 
Gods wil were negative, and not efficacious ; but only in regard 
of the terme that follows , namely fin, which is the confequent, 
albeit not an effect of this negative permiſſion. [2] By Gods 


"poſitive antt efficacious permiſſion we underſtand his wiſe and provi- 


denitial Diſpoſition, Limitation, R egulation, and Direttion of al ſin, 
fo as it'ends and determines in the advance 'of his own glorie, ei- 


ther ina way'of vindittivejoſtice, or triumphant mercie. 


Theſe'things being premiſſed, our demonſtration naturally and 
with much facilitie refultes thus : That which God doth, by the de- 
terminate abſolute counſel of his omnigotent wil , valuntarily and effica- 
'C50xfly permit, that as to «ts ſubſtrate mater muſt nn be predeter- 


mmed by him : But now God doth , by the determinate abſolute connſel 
of bis ownr'wil, voluntarily and efficacis 
major dependes on, and receives ſufficient evidence from that ap- 
proved Maxime granted by Srrangizs and others , natnely , that 
Divme predttermination is adequate to Divine predefimition or prede- 

| ſtination 


ly permit ſin : Ergo, &ec. The 
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ftination ;, ſo that whatever is abſolutely predefined or decreed by 
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God, is alſo predetermined by him : whence whatever God doth 


by the abſolute determinate counſel of his wil determine or de- 


cree to permit , that muſt be predetermined by him , as before, 
$. 3. © So that our main work wil be to make good our minor ; 
which we dout not but to performe in and by the following Pro- 
poſitions. (1) Prop. Divine permsſſion of ſin is not merely negative, 
otioſe, or contemplative. To make Gods permiſſion of fin to be an 
idle or naked contemplation or looking on, with a ſuſpenſion of 
Divine aſſiſtances, was the proper ſentiment of Epicurus, and is 
moſt agreable to Epicurean practices , bnt moſt oppoſite to Chri- 
ſtianitie. It's true, man oft permits things, becauſe they are in- 
different, or becauſe he is ignorant of their vitioſitie, or at leaſt 
wants power to impede and hinder them : but may any of theſe 
defefts be imputed to the ſoverain moſt wiſe Reor of the Uni- 
verſe? Is he capable of any ignorance ? are any things indifferent 
to him ? Do not althings ſome way conduce to his glorie? or 
wants he power to hinder men in their ſinful courſes ? (2) D#- 
vine permaſſion of ſin 1s by the determinate abſalute counſel of the De- 


.vmewil, For doth not God wil or decree the exiſtence of ſin ? 


otherwiſe how comes it to paſle ? Can any thing be, but what God 
hath decreed ſhal be ? Doth not God alfo order, limit, diſpoſe, 
and dire@t al ſin to his owa ſupreme ends? And doth not God 
order althings according to the efficacious, determinate, abſolute 
counſel of his own wil ? What is providence but the omniſcient 
ſoverain diſpoſition of the Divine wil ? May we imagine that ſin 
comes into the world againſt or befide the Divine omnipotent 


1 Thi: | "VS 
wil ? This is wel explicated'by Zad. {rocius, ( who generally fol ; naw a wa 
riale peccatt = 
not the formal, and he pernits the formal not the material. Yea, yermink for- 
Str angivs himſelf, 1. 4.c. 8. p. 832. .grants us, That whatever is denie male non ma- 
by God permitting it , #s alſo whatever ſaid to be done by a negative reriale, Croce 


lows the new Method) Duodecas Difſertat. de Voluntate Dei , Diſ- 
ſert. 8. Theſ. 74. pag. 415. God wils and decrees the material 0 


attion of God, in regard of the extern tranſient aftiox , 14 yet always 
wnderſtood to-be done by a poſitrve aftion, in regard of the interne in- 
manent ation, namely of Gods wil. Hence, (3) Divine permiſſion of 
ſin is moſt ative and efficacions. , For what more active and effica- 
cions than the Divine wil, which is the fountain of Divine per- 
miſſion * What is Gods permiſſion or not willing to hinder ſin, 


- but his actual volition or willing nvt to hiader it? and doth not 
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this ſpeak his efficacious ordering and direCting of ſin tp his own 
glorie ? Doth not the ſacred Pagine generally expreſſe Gods per. 
miſſion of ſin in the moſt active and emphatic notions? What 


fre- 


Verbes among the Hebrews note more energie and tie fr z 
c 


than ſuch as are in Hiphi/ and Piel? And = are not t 
quently uſed to expreſſe Gods permiſſion of ſin, as Srrangins, pag. 
839%? Whence (4) May we not conclude , that Divine permiſſion 
of ſin neceſſarily preſuppoſeth Divine predetermmation to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſm? Surely if God doth by the determinate abſolute 
counſel of his wil efficaciouſly permitſin , he can with as much fa. 
Cilitie and efficace hinder it if he pleaſe : But how can he efficaci- 
ouſly hinder ſin, unleſſe he predetermine the wil to the ſuſpenſion 
of the entitative at? And if God predetermine the wil to the 
ſuſpenſion of the entitative aft, may he not as wel-predetermine it 


to the produttion of the ſanyg aft ? See more of this Argument, 


from Gods permiſfion of ſin, Nhetor, de Provident. cap.6. pag.67. 


3 Arg-from Di= $. 7. Another Argument to demonſtrate Divine predetermi. 
_ - —_— nation to the ſubſtrate mater of fin may be taken from the Provi- 


dence of God, which ſeems greatly, yea (may we notſay ? ) moſtly 
concerned about the ſins of men.. (1) Gods providence in the 
conſervation of the entitative a& of fin ſtrongly demonſtrates his 
predetermination thereof, Durand himfelf grants, That al 
real Beings are conſerved by God : How can God conſerve the ma- 
terial entitative act of ſin, but by predetermining the ſame ? Sup- 
poſe the at of ſin be a mere ſimple immanent volition , it is moſt 
certain, that this aCt cannot be infallibly and invincibly conſerved 
by God, unleſſe he predetermine the wil to ſuch: a conſervation : 
and if God predetermine the wil to the conſervation thereof, 
why not alſo to its production? What is confervation , as to 
God, but continued creation: or production ? (2) Gods provi- 
dential Reftriftion, G wbernation, and Ordination of fin unto his own 
gloric doth potently demonſtcate his predetermination to the 
material entitative at thereof, Albeijt God be not the Author 
of ſin, yet he is. the Orderer thereof : and how can he be the ſo- 
verain Orderer of it ,. unlefle he applie the wil to the entitative 
att thereof ? Our: Adverſarics. the New Methedifts generally 
grant, That God doth regulate, diſpoſe and order al mens ſins unto 
bis own glorie. Thus Strangine, lib. 4.. cap. 8. pag. 832. faith , That 
.God doth rule, moderate, and order the ſins that - permits, &&c, Yea, 
Reronim , Maaphyſ, Selk, 8. Difput. 3..pag. 158. ſaith , That God 


. 
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doth- 


" Chap.5. Argument from Divine Providence about Sim. 
" doth preſide over mens wicked wils, and rules and governs them, yea, by 


world, had he not known how to have wrought his own ends .by 


bis Divine providence ordains them to one ſin rather than to another, 
&c. And ſo much that apocryphous Author , Wy/d. 8. 1. teach- 
eth us, namely, That wiſdome, [or Divine providence] reacheth from 
one end to another mightily, and yet ſweetly ordereth althings : which 
Bernard thus. excellently deſcants on : Afightily for uſelf, but ſweet- 
ly for me. And doth Divine providence order althings moſt po- 
rently-or mightily ? And muſt not alſo mens ſins be included under 
this univerſal diſpoſition ? And how caa God order mens fins 
mightily or infallibly bor his own glorie , unleſſe he predetermine 
the wil to the material entitative aft ? Take afts molt intrinſe- 
cally evil, even the hatred of God, the commun inſtance given by 
our Adverſaries, and unleſſe we grant, that God doth infallibly 
applic and predetermine the wil to the material entitative at, 
at wil become of the providence of God ? would it not ſoon 
be baniſht out of the world ? Doth not the ſacred Pagine aſſure 
us, that al men by nature before converſion are Haters of God, 
Rom, 1. 30. $worvy#s, and enemies to-God, Rom. 8. 7? And hence, 
are not al the human acts of men in ſuch a ſtate ſpirited with ha- 
tred and enmitie againſt God ? Now if God doth not predeter- 
mine, s. e. applie the wils of ſuch men to their material entitative 
acts put forth by them, what room is there left for Divine provie- 
dence among ſuch ? Would not this Antitheſis of our Adverfarics 
exemt al Pagans that ever were or ſhal be, al unconverted Jews, 
yea nineteen parts of twenty at leaſt among ſuch as are called 
Chriſtians from apy predetermination. or efficacious gubernation 
of Divine providence? I would fain have our Opponents ſcri- 
ouſly to conſider this, and how much their Antitheſis tends-to 
Epicurean Atheiſme, which cuts off the providence of God from 
intermedling with human affaires : certainly nothing more dark- 
ens the glorious beautie and perfection of Providence : would 
the wiſe Rector ever have ſuffered ſin to have come into the 


it, yea infallibly to. have predetermined it to his own ends ? Is 
not the Lord of Loyds ſerved in his own houſe, this great Uni 
verſe, by the veſſels of diſhonor, 2-Tm. 2.21? Has he not power 
to let forth the ſins of men., and reſtrain them at his-plecaſure ? 
And how can he do this, if he do not predetermine the wils of 
men to the entitative afts? Doth any thing more directly con- 


duce. to the perfection of Divine providence , than that it doth 
determi- 


; 


determinately wil and predefine althings, and deſtine them to the 
ends intended by him ? And can God performe this, unleſſe he 
move and applie al, ſecond cauſes to their determinate aCts and 
effets * And can this be perfected, if Divine providence do not 
predetermine the wils of men and al their acts, even ſuch as are 
oft ſinful , conſidered materially and entitatively, to their cer. 
lin determinate effefts ? Doth it not belong to the perfeion of 
Divine providence, not only to ordain means for an end, but alſo 
infallibly to attain the end by the means appointed ? and can God 
infallibly attain the end appointed by mens fins, ualeſle he infalli- 
bly determine the wil to the entitative act of ſach ſins? Should 
God appoint means for an end, and leave it to the indiflerence of 
mans ambulatory wil to execute thoſe means, or not, how could 
Divine providence reach its end infallibly ? Yea how could God 
ever attain any certain preſcience that his end ſhould be attain. 
ed ? Suppoſe it to be the Crucifixion of our Lord , appointed by 
God as a means abſolutely neceſſary for the ſalvation of ſinners; 
I demand; how this end can be infallibly attained by this means, 
ſo abſolntely neceflary, unleſſe God predetermine the wils of his 
bloudy enemies to this entitative a&t of crucifying the Lord of 
Glorie, which on their parts was intrinſecally evil? Again , how 
conld the omniſcient God infallibly foreknow , that any ſinner 
ſhould ever be ſaved by this means, if the means were not prede- 
fined and predetermined by him ? Were the Providence ot God 
about mens ſins only general and indifferent, without a particular 
modification , application and determination of the entitative 
a&t, would not the influxe and concurrence of mans free wil be 
exemted from the influxe , providence, and wil of God? It's a 
good Aphoriſme of Aquinas, par. 1.4.22.That Divine providence ex- 
tendes itſelf only to ſuch things, unto which Divine canſuliti extendes 
r/elf'; and certainly Divine cauſalitie extendes itſelf tono ſecond 
cauſe, a(t, or effect, but what it predetermines: For wherein con- 
ſiſtes that cauſalitie of the firſt cauſe on the ſecond , but in apply- 
ing the ſecond to its at ? And if God applies the ſecond cauſe to 
its at, doth he not predetermine the ſame ? May we not then 
hence regularly conclude, that if God doth not predetermine the 
wil to the natural entitative aCt of ſin, he has no preſcience of, 
Nor providence about that ſinful act, neither can he infalli 
reach his intended end thereby ? Laſtly , what would become 
of Chriſts providential Kingdome as Mediator , ſhould ”"—_ 
predeter. 
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etermine the wils of wicked men to the entitative act of their 


ſms? Has not Chriſt as Mediator purchaſed al the ſervices and 


actions of the moſt wicked men, ſo far as to render them infalli- 
bly ſabſervient to the advance of his own Kingdome ? and has 
not God the Father put the government of the world into his 
hands? Is Je not King of Nations , as wel as King of Saints ? Do 
not al Kings reign by him ? has he not power given him over al 
fleſh, as wel ſinful as ſacred ? And doth he not order althings in 
the wiſeſt manner for the good of his people and his own glorie, 
as Rom. 8. 282 And is it pdſlible, that the ſinful ations of wicked 
men ſhould infallibly ſubſerve the good of the Church and the 
—_ of Chriſts mediatory Kingdome, did he not infallibly pre- , 
etermine them to the ſubſtrate mater of their ſins? How could 


Cyree, ater of God , be his ſhepherd , to deliver the captive 
| Jews, not God have predetermined him to al his tinful 


acts ? Can wicked men, whoſe ations are al intrinſecally evil, 
becauſe ful of hatred againſt God, do ſuch ſervice , without the 
teaſt diſſervice as to the ſpiritual ſtate of the people of God, were 
not their wils predetermined to the entitative acts of their ſins ? 
Can we imagine how Chriſt, into whoſe hands the adminiſtration 
of althings here below is put, could ſo wiſely, potently, and arre- 
fiſtibly order and diſpoſe of al the fins of men, for the ſupreme 
ends he has deſigned them to, unleſſe he doth predetermine mens 
wils to al their entitative ads, though never ſo intrinſecally evil ? 
Certainly the Antitheſis of our Adverſaries would diveſt Chrift 
of the principal part of his Government as Mediator in his pro- 
vidential Kingdome. See more of Gads efficacious predetermi- 
native Providence about the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, 1n Zuingluw, 
de Providentia, pag.375, 376, KC. Rhetor. de Provi.emt. & Court 
Gent. P.4.B.2.C.g.5.2. 


$. 8. Our laſt Argument for the demonſtration of Gods prede- 8. 4vg. fom 
terminative Concuyſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin ſhal be taken cr2atural Depen- 
from the eſſential and abſolute dependence of the creature on God, *" 


This argument, albeit laft in execxrion, yet is it (as they fay the 
end is) fir## in intention, efficace, and dignitie ;, in ſo much-as thet 
the ſtouteſt of our Adverſaries ſeem to have a venerableveſtime 
for it. Baronius, Metaphyſ. Seft. 8. Diſput. 3. num, 58. pag. 129. 
ſtrongly proves againſt Durandus , That al create Bemgs depend 01: 
God not leſſe as Agents, than as Beings. Yea, num. G61. pag. 131. he 
proves, That dependence on God not only in being, but alſo m operation 

'T 
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5 intrinſecal or eſſential to the creature , ſo that it implies a comtradz. 
flion to be a create bring, and not to depend on God in being and opera- 

tion. Strangias in like manner concurs herein, bb, 1. cap.11. p.61, 

as elſewhere. And Le Blanc, de Concord. Libert. par. 3. the. 57. 

pag-4.38. concurs with Placew in this ſentiment, That provided 

God be not made the Author of ſin, we-cannot too much eſt abliſh the 

dependence of the ſecond cauſe on the firſt in atting. Lud. Crocing, 

(who is alſo a new Methodiſt) Duodecas Diſſert at. de Volunt. Dei, 

Diſſert. 8. pag.415, 416. demonſtrates our Hypotheſis 'from this 

very argument, namely, That God muſt wil and decree, (which in- 

cludes predefinition and predetermination) the material of fin be. 

cauſe otherwiſe there would be art attion independent as to God. But 

yet ſome of the Jeſuites tranſcend the New Methodiſts in aſſert- 

ing this dependence of the creature on God ; as (ompton Carleton, 

Philoſ. Diſput. 28. Sett. 2, 3. & Snarez, Metaph, Op 31. Seft. 14, 

As for mine own ſentiments of the creatures abſolute and efſen- 

tial dependence on God the firſt and only independent Being,they 

are Copioſely explicated and demonſtrated, Court Gent. P 4.. B.2. 

C. g. and I muſt confeſſe, I was the more prolixe, and, according 

to what capacitie I have, curious herein, 1n order to the demon- 

ſtration of Gods efficacious predeterminative Concurſe, as wel to 

the ſubſtrate mater of evil as of good acts : and therefore I ſhal 

I now only touch on this argument, referring the inquiſitive Rea- 
Hic influxus ger to what is there more fully laid down, We have there de- 
| - _ monſtrated, (1) That creatural dependence # involved in the very 
fert dependen- fence of the creature ;, ſothat to ſuppoſe a creature independent in ope- 
tiam cauſz ſe- ration, implies a flat contradiftion, as g. 5,6. (2) That creatural 
cundz, & de- dependence importes ſubordination , inferioritie , and poſterioritie , as ' 
_ nr $.7.pag.51g. So much alſo is granted by Strangine, bib.1. cap. 11. 
Deo p _—_— pag. 61. where he proves, That Divine concurſe influenseth not only 
nit influxum the att and effett , but alſo the ſecond cauſe, which infers dependency of 
Deiin eamz the ſecond cauſe .on the effett , and thus dependence notes inferioritie and 
dependentia poſterjoritie. Hence we thus argue : If dependence in operation be 
low inferins £29 efential to the create wil , and argues ſubordination, mfervoritie, 
= poſterius eo and poſterioritie as to Divine concurſe, then it neceſſarily follows, that 
2-quo depen- the human wil be predetermined by the efficacious concurſe of God in al 
det, Strang. l.1. its operations, even ſuch as have ſin annexed to them. The reaſon 
IT p.6t of the conſequence is to me very evident, [1] From the ſubor- 
dination of the ſecond cauſe, ſuppoſe it be the human wil, to the 

firſt : For whea there is a direCt tubordination of the ſecond cauſe 


to 


” Chap. 5. Argument from creatural Dependence. 
. tothe firſt, the ſecond cauſe cannot pollibly a&t but as -aCted by 


the firſt: this is eſſential to the laws of ſubordination , which 
notes a ſubjection to, and paſſive reception of the ſubordinate 
cauſe from that to which it is ſubordinate : ſo that if the human 
wil be ſubordinate to the efficacious Concurſe of God in the en- 
titative aCt of ſin , it mult be efficaciouſly applied to the ſaid act 
thereby : and what is this but predetermination? [2] The ſame 
may be demonſtrated from the inferioritie of the creatures wil to 
God the firſt cauſe : For the human wil is by reaſon of its depen- 
dence fo far inferior to-the Divine wil and its cauſalitie, as that it 
is juſtly reputed no more than a vital inſtrument thereof : And is 
it not eſſential to an inſtrument to a&t only in force and efficace 
from the principal efficient ? Aquinas aſſures us, That al ſecond 
cauſes att only by virtue received from the ff cauſe , as mechanic wr 
fruments att by direttion of Art, Now if the wil be onlyan inſtru- 
ment of Divine efficience, muſt it not neceſſarily be applied to al 
its ats thereby? [3] We may laſtly demonſtrate the ſame from 
the poſterioritie of the ſecond cauſe : where there is prioritie in a 
way of ſubordination, there the poſterior cauſe cannot move or 
act , unleſſe moved and atted by the prior or precedent caule : 
and if the wil be premoved and acted by efficacious concurſe, 
which Strangins and other new Methodiſts grant, as before $. 4. 
I cannot ſee how it can with any ſhadow of reaſon be denied, that 
God predetermines the wil to al its natural ats, though ſin be 
annexed thereto. To me it is an eternal truth , that either the 
wil of man dependes on the wil of God for al its natural motions, 
or the wil of God dependes on the wil of man; which to affirme 
3 a degree of blaſphemie. 
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CH A P. VI. 


The Objettions againſt Predetermination-to the ſubſtrate 
mater of Sin ſolved. 


This Hypotheſis of predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſn (1) makes not God the Author of ſin. [1] Baronius's obje. 
tion ſolved, in that God concurs to the ſpecification of ſinful alts not 
morally, but phyſically. [2] Strangius's objettion ſolved, in that 
God concurs to the entitative att of ſins intrinſecally evil, not only in 
general, but as determined to their objett phyſically not morally : An 
indeterminate abſtratt aft a mere Chimera. General Reckons wh 
our Hypotheſis makes not God the Author of ſm. (2) Our Hypo- 
theſis not contrary to the Eſſence 4d Attributes of God , his Since- 
ritie, Tuſtice, Mercie, Santtitie.| (3) Gods Precepts and Promiſ. 
ſes not made impertinent , by predeterminativg/Concurſe to the enti- 
tative aft of ſin : The uſe of general Precepts, Promiſſes, and Invi- 
tations. (4) Predetermination to the entitatrve att of ſin doth not 
overthrow Religion, or open the dore to impieties. (5) Predeter- 
minative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin deſtroys not human 
Libertie. 


as wlll A. =” tt. wy 5 212 = [| 
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$.1 Hs copioſely demonſtrated our own Hypotheſis, and 
that as wel by artificial as inartificial Arguments, we 

now come to the ſolntion of ſuch ObjeCtighs as our Adverſarics 
nl atantins wittily men- 


hes he deſtroyed the Philo- 


urge againſt us : and herg indeed what 

Mucronem au- tions of Arceſilas the Academic, Th 
na — ſophers, he did alſo with the ſame ſword geſtroy himſelf ; ſo that he had a 
Liflant,  Jword, but not a ſhield, is moſt true of our Adverſaries, who whiles 
. they think and endeavor to deſtroy our Hypotheſis by their ob- 
jeKtions, they do indeed deſtroy their own ; ſo that whiles they 

uſe their Sword againſt us, they want a ſhield for their own defenſe. 

This I no way dout but to make apparent in our ſolutions to 

their objections. The Adverſarics of free grace and efficacious 

grace have in al ages of the Church turned the edge of their 

ſwords and principal forces againſt the Doctrine of Reprobation, 

and Gods efficacious Concurſe to and Providence over. ſinful acts, 

becauſe in theſe oppoſitions they conceit they can moſt ſecurely 


concele themſelves pader a A of vindicating Divine Benig. 


nitie, 


Chap. 6. _ to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin. 


(3) we further grant z that God doth not concur to the ſpecifica- 


nitie, Juſtice, and SanCtitie : hence mens corrupt minds have al. 
ways endeavored to lode this Hypotheſis, of Gods efficacious 
Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of fin , with al manner of black 
prejudices and ugly conſequences, as if it made the holy God the 
Author of ſin, cruel, &c. This oppoſition began very early, even 
by the Gentile Philoſophers, as it appears in the Diſpute between 
Celſus and Origen, Orip. contr. Celſ. l1b.6. And the Pelagians im- 
puted the ſame to' Auguſtin , as if he introduced a fatal neceſſitie, 
whereby he made God to impel men to ſin, &c. of which ſee Fanſen. 
Auguſt. Tom. 1. lib, g. cap. 15. pag. 115, 116. and elſewhere. But 
theſe black and ſcandalous imputations have been in al Ages wi- 
ped off by the Orthodox, and we no way dout but wil be ſtil 
more and more diſpelled into mere ſmoke and vapor, as Evan- 
gelic light doth more and more ſhine forth in its meridian glorie, 


as Prov. 4. 18, 
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x. The principal Objetion which our Adverfaries urge againſt ObjeR. r. That 
Gods predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, is, 4 Hypotheſes 


mabes God the 


That it makgs God the Author of ſin, yea, more the Author of it than Author of a. 


the ſinner himſelf. This objeCtion is greatly exaggerated by our 
Opponents, with many rhetoric flouriſhes and pompoſe triumphs; 
but with how little weight and force of reaſon wil appear by the 


following Conſiderations. 


1. This Objection is urged by Barons, Metaph. Seft.8. Diſp.z. Baronius's Ar- 
mm. $3. pag. 150. where he enforces it with this reaſon : If God £#1ent exami- 


predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, then God is the cauſe ned, 


why the ation is of ſuch a ſpecies or kind, 1.e. the ſpecification of the 
ſinful aition 1 from God : But the attion as it 1s of ſuch a ſpecies has 
vitioſitie neceſſarily attending it : therefore God is the carſe why that 
ation has vitioſitie adherent toit, Fora more ful ſolution of this 
argument weare to conſider, (1) that the force it has is from 
that rotten Pelagian Principe , That God concurs to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſin only by a general indifferent concurſe , as the Sun concurs 
to the produttion of Monſters, which Baronius aſſertes , pag. 14.3, 
And Le Blanc, Concil. Arbity. par. 3. theſ. 35. pag. 434. teſtifies the 
ſame of him. Now this principe is ſo ablurd, and contradictory 
to the Scriptures, that moſt of the New Methodiſts renounce it. 
But (2) we eaſily grant, that God doth not concur to the ſinful a- 
tion as it is of ſuch a ſpecies or kind morally conſidered : the moral 
ſpecification of the ſinful at is not from God, but the ſinner. Yea, 


Bb 2 tion 


at this Hypotheſis makes Book INI, 


tion of the ſinful act as a particular cauſe : for albeit God concur 
by a particular concurſe to A] acts, yet not as a particular cauſe, 
Thus Suarez, Metaphy/. wt. 17. ſet. 2. pag. 403. *© The firſt 
* cauſe is more principal thay the ſecond ; and yet ſimply and 
© properly the eftect is not atttbuted to the fir{t, but to the le. 
© cond cauſe : for when a man welkes or ſees, &c. God is not ſaid 
© to walk, albeit he more principaily effeftes thoſe motions than 
©man— Wherefore thoſe denominations of walking , ſeeing, 
© &c. are not attributed to Gad, becauſe they are not taken from 
© pure efficience , but from the information and reception of the 
* motion or of the effect: for he is not ſaid ro ſee, who is In any 
© reſpect ſaid to be the cauſe of ſeeing, but he that ſo produceth it, 
* as that he is-informed thereby ; yea from this laſt habitude the 
© denomination is chiefly taken, &c. An excellent ſolution of © - 
this objection urged by Baronius , ſhewing us how the-proper de- 
nomination or ſpecification of particular aCts is taken from the 
particular cauſe, not the prime univerſal cauſe. W hence (4) we 
anſwer poſitively, that God concurs to the ſpecification of ſinful 
acts materially or entitatively conſidered as a phyſic wmiverſal cauſe 
3, e. God doth not only concur by a general indifferent” concurie 
to the material entitative act of ſin, but he doth by a particular 
efficacious concurſe ſo modifie and determine the entitative act, as 
that the natural ſpecification and individuation thereof may be a- 
{cribed to him. as the God of Nature. And thus much indecd is 
granted by Strangias , lib, 2. cap. 3. paz. 154. We ſay not therefore, 
that God concurs only by a general influxe , as the Sun concurs tn the 
fame manner to the generation of a man and of an horſe, and mouſe ; 
but we determine the influxe {, God to be ſpecial unto ſpecial effeits, as 
they are phyſically diſtinguiſhed ſpecie or in kind, and to every kind of 
entitie, but not to the reaſon of moral vitſitie , which conſiſtes in pri- 
vation. This ingenuous conceſſion of Strangizs is as much as we 
contend for , or need by way of anſwer to this objeCtion of Bare- 
mis : for who among us doth aſſert , that the moral vitioſitic of 
Jin, which conſiſtes in a privation, is from God, or ſpecified by 
him : it ſufficeth us, that the gþyſic or natural ſpecification and 
individuation of the material cxtirative aft of ſin be from God 
as the univerſal Cauſe of al Naturals. (5) If men contend about 
the terme ſpecification , as that which properly belongs to the ſe- 
cond particular cauſe, I can eaſily part with it, and ſubſtitute in 
the room thereof a terme equiyalent thereto in point of efficace, 
namely 
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namely modification, which is uſed by our acute Dr. Sam. Ward, in 
his Determination of Gods (oncurſe, pag. 117, where he ſtrenuouſly 
demonſtrates, That the previous Concurſe of God, as the firft cauſe, 
doth according to its mode modifie and determane al the ations of ſecond 
cauſes. $0 that the: ſum of our anſwer is this : albeit God doth 
not as a particular cauſe concur to the ſinful a&t as of ſuch a ſpe- 
cies or kind morally conſidered , yet he doth efficaciouſly concur 
to, ſpecific, or rather modifie the tubſtrate mater or entitative aCt 
phyſically conſidered , without the leaſt imputation of being the 
Author of its moral vitiolitie. 

2, We come now to Srrangins's argument to prove , that ac- Strangius's 4r- 
cording to qur Hypotheſis touching Gods predetermining the wil 8#mnt- 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, we make him the Author of ſin. 
This he urgeth with much warmth, {b. 2. cap. 11. pag. 230. thus : 
He that pbyſitally predetermines the wil of man to ſin, 1s the cauſe of 
fin : But, according to our Hypotheſis, God phyſically predetermines the 
wil of man to fin. Ergo, &c. Now whereas we replie, That God 
predetermines the wil not to the ſinful ation as ſinful, but as an attion 
or natural being ;, he pretendes this reſponſe is a mere evaſion, and 
wil no way ſerve in actions intrinſecally evil, as. the hatred of 
God, where the ſubltance of the aCt cannot be diſtinguiſhed from 
its deformitie, So {tb. 2. cap. 12. pag. 273. he avers, That God 
cannot properly predetermine the wil to the entitie of the att, becauſe 
God 5s not the cauſe of the entitie and attion, but as it is conſidered as 
not yet determined to the objett in which the vitioſitic is : but he grants 
that God is the cauſe of that hatred, which is in the hatred of God, con- 
ſidered in the abſtratt, but not as determined to that objett : and thence 
we muſt ſimply demie, that God is the cauſe of the hatred of God, In 
this argument the whole of his efforts agauilt our Hypotheſis doth 
center ; wherein he is followed by ons and another Reverend 
Divine of name among us: therefore it wil be neceſſary, that we 
duely examine the Rrength and validitie of theſe efforts; which 
we no way dout but wil appear to be very invalid and infirme. 

And (1) we are here to premit as Principes , what Strangms 
and his ſetators do concede in this mater. He grants, [1] That 

God and man do together concur to the ſame ſinful att. ['2] That 


* Gods concurſe is immediate not only to the a*t, but alſs to the wil, [3] 


That Gods concurſe is previous, and in order of nature before that of 
mans wil. |[ 4] That Gods concurſe is not only general , but alſo 
ſpecial to ſpectral effetts as diſtinguiſhed ſpecie, in kind, not morally but 
phyſically. 


TY2 


Objed. 1. That this Hypotheſis makes Book INt, 


ically. 7] That the hatred of God as an Ens or Being is natg. 
po pics) SAW conceſſions are alſo mentioned by FÞ Blanc, 
Concil. Arbitr. par. 3. theſ. 36. pag. 434. From which conceſſions 
we are greatly confident to give a ſolid and fatisfaCtory ſolu. 
tion to his objeCtion, and the argument on which it is grounded, 
For (2) this objection and its reaſon fals with as much force on 


* our Adverſaries as 0n us, as it-is moſt evident by the followin 


Particulars. [17 If, as they affirme, the ſubſtance and ſubſtrate 
mater in the hatred of God cannot be diſtinguiſhed from its yi. 
tioſtie, then are not they guilty of making God the Author of 
ſin, by allowing an immediate previous ſpecial concurſe to the 
kind of the action phyſically conſidered , as wel as we who adde 
predetermination thereto? This we have demonſtrated, Chap. 5. 


6.4. from Gods immediate previous concurſe. ['2] Strangins, * 


pag. 235. allows predetermination toacts imperfectly good, yet 
modally ſinful , which alſo makes God the Author of fin as wel 
as our Hypotheſis , as Chap. 5. $. 5. But paſſe onto a more ful 
ſolution. (3) His negative aſſertion, That in the hatred of God 
and other atts intrinſecally evil, we cannot diſtinguiſh the ſubſtance or 
mater of the att from its vitioſitie, is a grolle miſtake : for in that 
very act of hatred of God the vitiolitie is ſeparable from the act 
itſelf, as it's evident by this,that were that very aCt turned againſt 
ſin, its due object, it would ceaſe to be ſinful. Hereplies, p.236. 
That hatred of God as determined to ſuch an objett is ſo far evil, that 
the vitioſitie cannot be ſeparated from it, either privatively or poſitively : 
For , addes he , we cannot conſider this complexum of a vitious alt, 
without conſidering its vitioſitie , 4s we cannot conſider a rational ani- 
mal without conſidering animal and rational. - [1] What he here 
mentions of the hatred of God andacts intrinſecally evil is as true 
of al other ſinful acts, though but modally ſuch : for take any ſin- 
ful at, though never ſo little, yet if we conſider it as inveſted 
with al its circumſtances and relations to its object, &c. its vitio- 
ſitie can never be ſeparated from it; yet this hinders not, but 
that we may conſider the act materially , without conſidering its 
vitioſttie : the like in the hatred of God and al other aQts intrin- 
ſecally evil. [27] His inſtance from a rational Animal is very lame 
and defeftive, becauſe there is an eſſential connexion between 
the ſubject and the predicate, ſo that we can, no way conceive of 
rational without including animal in that conception : but there is 
no ſuch eſſential connexion between the phyſical a and the vi. 
tioſitie 
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tioſitie in the hatred of God. [3] Yea Strangius himſelf faith, 
pag. 232. That hatred of God as it 55 an altion 15 not ſinful, The 
like, pag. 234 Yea, pag. 236. he confelleth , That good and evil 
are accidents of hatred of God, if we conſider it phyſically as an aftion : 
which is al we contend for, and ſufficient to free God from being 
the Author of the vitiolitie. Hence (4) Strangins is greatly mi- 
ſtaken in confounding the moral ſubſtance of the a& in relation 
to its object, with its phyſic or natural conſideration as to an in- 
dividual act : we utterly denie, that the hatred of God conſidered 
in its moral relation and determination to its obje@t, is from God 
as the cauſe thereof, yet it mult be granted, that the individual 
act determined to ſuch an object is as to its material entitie from 
God, as the firſt cauſe of al natural acts. Thus Alvarez anſiwers, 
who grants, the ſubſtrate mater of ſin as it- relates to its object 
(I ſuppoſe he means morally) is not from God, yet if we conſider 
it abſolutely as an entitative aC, ſo it procedes from the predeter- 
minative Concurſe of God, But (5) Strangins's original and 
fundamental Error lies here, that he conceits Gods Concurſe to tey- 
minate on the natural entitie in the hatred of God only as it is 


quid indeterminatum & abſtratum, ſomewhat indeterminate and ab- Deus non eſta- 
lirer cauſa enti- 


ratted its objelF, &c. And herein lies the point of our Con: ..: : 

_ the principal ſubterfuge of our Adverſariesz which CE 

a learned and pious Divine of ſome note among us expreſſeth renus conſide- 

thus : God is the cauſe of the ation in g2nere, but not as individual. ratur nondum 

ly conſidered. The invaliditie and infirmitie of this evaſion we — 

have already in part demonſtrated, Chap: 3. $.4. But for a more cn jeg 

fatisfaCtory reviction thereot let us a little examine it according ia, $:rag. 1.2. 

to Rules both of Philoſophie and Theo!ogie, [1] As for a phi- c.12. p. 273. 

loſophic Examen, nothing ſeems more repugnant to the Laws and 

Reaſons thereof : for doth not al Philoſophie both new and old 

teach us, that. al phyſic or natural actions procede from ſingular agiones fine 

ſubſtances, and ſoare in themſelves ſingular and individual? And fuppoſitorum 

are we not alſo taught by true Philoſophie and Reaſon, that al & ſingulares, 

ſingular individual actions are determinate ? To talk of an ation 

in genere abſtract and indeterminate is {uch an individuum vagum, 

which reaſon and commun ſenſe teſtifies againſt, Who ever de- 

livered to us ſuch a Philoſopheme , that a human a& may be in- 

determinate and abſtracted from its object ? It's true, ſhould our 

Adverſaries intend only a logic or mental abſtrattion we could 

ealily fal in with them , yea make good uſe of ſuch a conceſſion 
to 


ObjeRt. 1. That this Hypotheſis makes God,&h-c. Book II. 
to defend our Hypotheſis ; Þut they muſt intend a phyſical real 
abſtraQion and indetermination, ſuch as includes no relation of 
the at to its object, which is much more abſurd than thoſe uni. 
verſal Ideas, which Ariſtotle ignorantly fathered on his Maſter 
Plato. In ſhort, it is moſt evident, that every natural aftion js 
ſingular, and determinate z and, if it be an human act of the wil, 
ſuch as al hatred is, it neceſſarily requires an object unto which 
it is determined : to conceit, that there ſhould be an act of ha- 
tred put forth indeterminately and abſtraQtly , with relation to 
an object, isno leſſe than a contradiftion. Wherefore this inde- 
terminate abſtraC&t hatred which they plead for is but a mere Chi. 
mera, exiſting no where but in their own imagination. [2] It is 
alſo as repugnant to the Rules of Theologie : For to introduce 
an indeterminate abſtraCt general hatred , which has no relation 
to an object , would open an effeCtual dore to the ſnbverſion of 
the principal part of Divine Providence, which chiefly if not only 
regards ſingulars, as clothed with al their determinate circum- 
ſtances, as before Chap. 5. $.7. (6) Laſtly, this objeCtion of 
Strangins, and the reaſon he grounds it on neceſſarily ſuppoſeth, 
that (in according to its formal reaſon is poſitzve, which yet he de. 
nies: For if the hatred of God, as other intrinſecal evils, when 
determined to their obje&t , have not a ſubſtrate mater or entita- 
tive act diſtinct and ſeparable from- their moral vitiolitie acciden. 
tal thereto, then it hence neceſſarily follows, that there is nothing 
in the hatred of God and other intrinſecal evils as determined 
to their objeft , but-moral vitioſitie ; ſo that take the hatred of 
God in the whole complex»m as determined, and there is nothing 
of natural entitie in it, but al is moral vitioſitie : what there is of 
nature or natural entitie, that our Adverſaries grant is from God, 
the prime cauſe of nature; ſo that by denying any thing in the 
hatred of God, as determined to its object to be from God, they 
mult neceſſarily hold, that fin according to its formal reaſon is a 
poſitive real Being, which was of'old the opinion of the Mani- 
chees, and has been of late revived by many of our Adverſaries: 
and though Stranginus oppoſeth it, yet his Antitheſis neceſſarily 
leads him to it; in as much as he cannot denie, but that there is 
ſomewhat poſitive and real in the hatred of God as determined 
to its object. Whence I thus further argue : Fither this real po-. 
ſitive entitie inthe hatred of God thus determined to its object is 
from God, or not : if it be from God, then why may not God as 


wel 


*Chap. 6. Geweral ſolutions to Free God from being, 6. 


© wel predetermine the wil to it , as concur immediately by an im- 


mediate, previous, ſpecial concurſe granted by Srrangins ? It God 
doth not concur to this real poſitive entitie in the hatred of God, 
as thus determined , then what other reaſon can be aſſigned for 
ſuch a non-concurrence, but becauſe it is part of the vitioſitie or 
formal reaſon of ſin? And doth it not hence follow, according to 
Strangins's Hypotheſis, that fin as to its formal nature is not pri- 
yative but poſitive ? Which ſome of the moſt rational of our Ad- 
verfaries now-adays maintain, to preſerve their own Phenomena, 


-- which otherwiſe would fal under ſelf-contradition. So much 


for Strangins's objection, and the argument he grounds it on, in 
the ſolution whereof we have been the more prolixe, becauſe it 
takes in the ſpirit and center of al his voluminous diſcourſe on 
this.ſubj See more in what precedes, Chap. 3. $.6. & Chap. 5. 


Hypotheſis , the(culpable cauſe or Author of ſin, (1) We fay, 
t Gods wil be the effettive and predeterminative cauſe of the 
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. 4. | : 
3. I procede how to ſome more general ſolutions for the vin- General ſoluts- 
dication of Gody ſacred Majeſtie from being, according to our 9s to fee God 


m being the 


Author of ſit. 
I. Gods wil the 


ſubſtrate mater of ſin, yet it is no way a defettive or moral cauſe of ſm. iffitiue cauſe of 
Gods concurſe is neither the efficzent, nor deficient cauſe of fin ; be- the ſubſtrate ma- 
cauſe the ſame a& which is defetZuoſe and ſinful in regard of the #7 not 4 dzje- 
wil of man , is moſt perfect and regular in regard of the wil of 7 <24* 2 


God : man being by his creation bounded by the Law of God, the ; 


leaſt defect in point of conformitie thereto is ſin ; but God being 
under no Law, becauſe inferior to none, can break no Law, and 
therefore be no way defeCtive in his ations. But our Adverſa- 
ries here with ſcorne bid defiance to this anſwer, by telling us, 
That albeit God be under no Law from any Superior, yet the rettitude 
of bis own nature is a Law to him;*&c., This ſubterfuge was broch- 
ed by Bellarmine , taken up alſo by Baronius, Metaphyſ. pap. 152. 


and Strangins;, and is continued by ſome of note among our ſelves - 


at this day. But alas! what a poor ſhiſtleſſe evaſion is this? 
What do our Opponents in urging this, but beg the Queſtion ? 
Who ever among us denied , that God was bound by the reCti- 
tude of his nature not to be the Author of ſin? But may we not 
ſtil demand of them to prove, That « is againſt the reftitude of 
(Gods nature to predetermine the wil to the entitative alt of that which 
;5 ſinfkl? Is God obliged by the reCtitude of his- nature to con- 
formic to the new models and _—_— of mans vain imagina- 

C tion? 


r96 Generel ſolutions to free God from bring, &-c. Book Il 
tion? Are not oft thoſe things molt congrnous to the Divine wif. 
dome and wil, which ſeem riolt incongraons to our depraved 
reaſon ? Muſt we indced meaſure the Divine reCtitude of God 
meaſures taken from poor morta's? ls not the Divine wil the 
eternal law and meaſure of al Gods aCtings towards his crea- 
tures? And are not al his aCtings therefore good , becauſe con- 
formed to his eternal Law ? Doth he wil any thing becauſe good 
antecedently to his wil ? Are not things therefore good becauſe 
willed by him? Was it not a great faying of Auguſtin, de (wit. 
Dei, lb. 19. cap. 22. That ſin ufſelf as it 3s juſtly permitted by God 
fals under the eternal Law, i.e. the Divine wil predefining and pre- 
determining the wil of man to the ſubſtrate mater of it, and per. 
mitting the vitiolitie ? When therefore our Adverſaries ſhal 
prove , that Gods predetermining the wil to the ſubſtrate mater 
of ſin is repugnant to the reCtitude of the Divine nature, they 
wil do ſomething to confirme their Antitheſis; but before that 
be done, they do but beg the queſtion. 

2, None the Aw (2) To vindicate the facred Majeftie from being the Author of 
wy Les oo fin, we ſay, That ſin being in its formal nature a privation, none 
— canſs, Properly car be faid tobe the Author or moral cauſe thereof , but 
the particular cauſe , that either commands, counſels , invites, per- 

ſuades, compels thereto, or attes the ſame : But is the holy God cul- 

pable in any of theſe refpets ? Is he not ſo far from commanding 

men to ſin, that he feverely prohibits the ſame , and that on pain 

of death ? Doth he not by al manner of affe&ionate dehortatrons 

diſſuade therefrom * Did he ever compel any one perfon to vio- 

late his own ſacred Laws? It's true, we affirme, that he neceſſa- 

rily predetermines the wil to the entitative aft of that which 1s 

finful, yet do we not as much denie, that he compels or impels 

any to ſin formally conſidered? Doth not the finners wil at that 

very moment when it is thus predetermined by God'to the mate- 

rial entitative aCt of that which is ſinful, as voluntarily and chear- 

fully ele&t and embrace the ſinful a, as if there were not the 

leaſt predetermination ? And doth not this. ſufficiently clear his 

' ſacred Majcſtie from impeliing or compelling the wil to fin ? 

5: God conews* (2) Dowe affirme any thing in this point , but what the moſt 
——_— = of our Adverſaries do, and al muſt grant, namely that God doth 
is fins , efficacioufly concur only to what is naturally good in mens ſins, 

| not tothe moral vitioſitie therein ? If they hold, as'Stratginoand 
athers do, that fin is as to its formal nature a mere m_ 

| ; - 0 


I 


*Chap.6. Objet.2.From the Eſence and Attributes of God. 
- mult they not alſo neceſlarily grant, that al ſin has ſome real, po- 


by fitive; natural good for its foundation or ſubjet? Was it not a 
the commun Effate among the Greek Philoſophers and Fathers, re 
rea. avert By Th xaxdy, dane Teguabrarty, my dyab7 inze, x fy fov- 
on. " yirheduoy, Sin bath no ſubſiſtence of its own , but privation of ſub- 
od foſtenct , it being brought about for the ſake of good , not for tvs ow 
uſe Jake ? Now if al fin have ſome good as its ſubitrate mater and ſub- 


je&t, wil it not neceſſarily follow, that the Bleſſed God, who is the 


ud fountain of al good both natural and ſupernatural, doth efficaci- 
re. ouſly concur, yea predetermine the wil thereto , without falling 
r. under the imputation of being the Author of the ſin appendent 
al thereto? (4) Yea, is not the holy God ſo far remote from being 
er the Author of that fin which is annexed to natural aCtions, as that 
y he brings good out of it? Are not the moral evils of men, which 
it are oppoſite to the Creators Laws and the creatures beſt good, ſo 

wiſely ordered by the skilful hand of the Creator, as that they pa- 
f tently ſubſerve his principal end and ſupreme good ? Is there ſa 
2 much folie and madneſſe in the hearts of Sinners as to extract evil 
t out of good ; and is there not as much wiſdome and bonitie in the 


great God, as to extract =_ out of evil ? Was not the Crucifixt- - 
on of our Lord an evil of the moſt crimſon and deep tinCture ? and 
yet did not the wiſe Phyſician of Souls bring the greateſt good 
even the ſalvation of Sinners out of it? And can he not do the 
ſame out of al other a&s, though never ſo intrinſecally evil ? But 
how can this be accompliſht, if he do not predetermine the wil to 
the ſubſtrate mater of the at? I ſhal conclude our ſolutions of 
this Objeftion, with that excellent diſtinftion and determination 
of great Braswardine, ds Cauf. lib. 3. cap. 2.9. pag.739. © Without 
<dout God violently impels no man _ his wil , but ſponta- 
t neouſly impels and draws al men willing to al their free acts. 
© Furthermore it may be probably faid, that God doth in ſome 
© ſenſe neceſſitate to the aft of ſin, as to the ſubſtance of the aCt ; 
© yet it doth not thence follow, that he doth neceſlitate to ſin, as 
© jt is ſin or the deformitie of ſin, &c. as before Chap. 4. $.2. $S0 
much for the firſt Objection. 
S. 2. It is further objefted , Thet our Hypotheſis touching Gods ObjeR.2. From 
edeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin , 15 contrary to the Eſſence and 
the Eſſence and Attributes of God, namely to ls Sunceritie, Fidelatie, Attrioutes of 
Fuſtice , Clemence , or Mercie and Santtitie. 1. Our Adverfaries _ Sinceritie 
make a great clamor againſt our FRIER » as that which op > and Fidelitic. 
CC 2 e 


2». From Dl- 


vine Tuftice. ' 


© by God, voluntarily and free 


ture ſweetly though potently applie 


FS 


Objett. 2. From the Efſence Book INt, 
feth the Sinceritie and Fidelitie of God, in giving Laws with ſevere 
Prohibitions againſt ſin, Promiſes and Invitations unto Sinners to re. 
pent, &c. To this firſt branch of their Objettion we ſhal anſwer 
more diſtintly and in its parts in what follows, $. 3, 4, 5. at 
preſent let this general Reſponſe ſuffice, that the Sinceritie and 
Faithfulneſſe of God is ſufficiently vindicated, - in that Gods Com. 
mands, Promiſes, and Invitations unto Sinners, flow/from his 
complacential, legiſlative Wil, which is the Meaſure, Rule, and Rea- 
fon of our dntie and aCtings towards God ;, but hisPredetermi- 
native Concurſe- flows from his Beneplacite Decretive Wil, the 
Rule and Meaſure of his own aRtings towards his Creature; 
Now theſe two wils, albeit they are not repugnant each to other, 
becauſe they are not adidem, yet they are diſparate and diverſe : 
the things commanded by God may be repugnant to the things 
predetermined by him, yet his wil commanding, is not repug- 
nant to his wil i, feraine Indeed Gods preceptive wil is 


enly in an analogic, figurative improper ſenſe texmed the wil of 
God, as ſignificative of his ſoxerain pleaſure” for the Govern. 
ment of his Creature ; and therefore Gody/predetermining men 
to the material at of what is. ſinful, implies not the lealt ſha- 
dow of repugnance to-his. Sigceritie and Fidelitie in giving Laws 
and Prohibitions againſt Sin, or Promiſes to penitent Sinners, 
Yea, there is nothing that our Adverſaries can urge againſt us 
for aſſerting a predeterminative Concurſe, but may be retorted 
againſt them for afſerting an immediate previous Concurſe to 
the ſubſtrate mater of Sin : :Yea, let them but grant, as they do, 
Gods certain preſcience of. ſin, and the ſame black Imputations 
which they lode us with, wil.al fal with as much weight on them. 
felves, as before Chap. 5. g. 2. 

2. As for what they urge from the Zuſtice of God, that our 
Hypotheſis is contradittory. thereto, in that he cannot in Fuſtice puniſh 
that Sin, which he predetermizes men unto, we anſwer, (1) That 


Gods ton: he dth/onh no violent fofce or compulſion on 


the wil to-ſin: he doth/only as the firſt cauſe and God of Na- 
wil to its aft. (2) The 
wil doth in the very ſame moment, wherein it is predetermined 
- as a-deficient deprayed facultie, 
ele the: very a 1it-is ptedetermined- unto; fo that it doth as 


> 11.1 freely, deliberately, and fully eſpouſe the aft, as if tKere were 
- no: Predetermination on Gods part; and what more juſt than 


that 
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- and Attributes of God. 


"Chap.6. 


' that the Sinner ſhould be ſeverely puniſhed for that ſinful at 
which he doth deliberately and voluntarily exert? (3) Here is 


in this obje&tion a poor Sophiſme, which they cal No-cauſe for 
4 cauſe : For Gods predeterminative Concurſe is not the cauſe 
of mens ſins, albeit meas ſins be a neceſſary conſequent thereof. 
(4) The fame difficulties, which our Adverſaries urge us with 
in point of Divine Juſtice, return on them, who aſſert an im- 
mediate previous Concuiſe to the Mater of Sin ; neither can they 
without apparent violence to their own Reaſon impute this 
objection to us, which their own Hypotheſis is as much obnoxious 
unto. 

3. They urge us with an Imputation on the Clemence and Aer- 
cie of God, in that predeterminative Concurſe to the entitative 
Aft of Sin, makes the bleſſed God to be cruel towards his poor 


| Creature; and this two ways :: As (1) In that it makes God abſo- 


lutely to predeſtine or reprobate men to eternal Puniſhment, without 
regard to their Sins. (2) In that it ſuppoſeth the bleſſed God to 
threaten and puniſh Sin with eternal Torments, and yet irreſiſtibly 
to predetermine yea impel men thereto, as Baron. Metaph, p. 151. 
This Objeftion our Adverſaries adorne and exaggerate with ma- 
ny ſpecious and plauſible pretextes for the Vindication of Di- 
vine Clemence and Mercy, as they pretend, and for our conſu- 
fion; Yet we no way dout but to make it appear, that al is but 
as emty vapor before the Meridian Sun, Therefore to anſwer, 
(1) to the firſt brangh of the ObjeCtion, That our Hypotheſis 
makes God abſolutely to predeſtine or reprobate men to- eternal Puniſh- 
ment, without regard to their ſms, [1] We grant, that the De- 
cree of Reprobation is, and mult be according to our Hypothe- 
ſis, abſolute, becauſe there is an adequate commenſuration be- 
tween abfolute Predefinition and Predetermination, as our Ad- 
verſaries alſo maintain ; of which before Chap. 5. $. 3. [2] Yet 
we peremtorily denic, that God reprobates or predeſtines- men 
toeternal puniſhment without any regard to their ſins. Divines 
fay, that albeit ſin be not the motive or ground moving God to 
reprobate men, yet it is conſidercd in the Decree of Reproba- 
tion as that for which' God wil at laſt condemn men. It's true, 
the Supralapſarian Divines, who make man as labile the objeCt of 
Reprobation, differ ſomewhat from thoſe of the ſublapſzrian per- 
ſwaſion, who: make. the corrupt maſſe, or lapſed man the object 


of EleCtion. and Reprobation; yet they both take in the conlſi- 
deration. 
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'Objedd. 2. From the Eſſence 
deration of fin in the Decree of Reprobation ; and they both 
make the Decree of Reprobation in it ſelf abſolute : for the Sub. 
lapfarians make fin only a commyn condition of the corrupt 
Maſſe, not &ſtin#ive or diſcriminative of Reprobates trom the 
Eleft; as Davenant, Animadverſ. on Gods Love, p. 84. proves, 
That the Supralapſarians charge not Gods Reprobation with mans 
deſtruftion ;, Though he himſelf goes the Sublapſarian way. Bur, 
[3] Here lies the bitter root of this forged Imputation affixed 
on us by our Adverſaries, that they confider the Decree of Re. 
probation as an act of Divine Juſtice, which regards the object 
as already conſtituted, and not the conſtitution thereof, This 
is incomparably wel obſerved by judicious Davenant in his an. 


ſwer to Hoard, Animadverſ.Þp. _ . nk, inferences there. 


© fore, That if abſolute Reprobatipn be grantef, God may be properly 
© called a Father of Crueltie, Smaxuer, | marvel how he trembled 
© to thinke of them, and how he never trembled to utter them, 
© That wherein he perpetually is miſtaken, is, the making of 
© Non-election or Negative Reprobation a Vindicative att , the 
© confounding it with the judicial Sentence of Damnation, the 
© conceiving it to worke in the Non-eleCt an invincible neceſlitie 
© of committing Sin, with ſuch like monſtrous fanſies, which he 
© takes for Principles needing no proof, whereas they are ſuch 


Book HI. 
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© groſle errors as need no confutation. 


'2)) The ſecond part of 


the Objection, which ſuppoſeth the bleſſed G 


to threaten and 


puniſh Sin with eternal torments, 


and yet irreſiſtihly to predetermine 


and impel men thereunto, has been ſufficiently refuted 1n what pre- 
cedes, 6. 1. and indeed throughout this whole Diſcourſe, and wil 
alſo.come under conſideration in what follows. 

4. Our Adverſaries charge alſo our _—_—_— with a Repug- * 
nance to the Santtitie and Puritie of the Divine Nature, in that, 
by aſſerting Gods predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
Sin, we make the aft of ſin to be wel-pleaſing to God, This objeQt- 
on is greatly aggravated by a Reverend Divine among our ſelves, 
who 1n the confutation of Twiſſe, argues thus : -& op wleth 
that fin exiſte by bis Permiſſion, (1) Hewilleth Sin, Yea, (2) God 
wls ſin as much as man. Yea, (3) This makes God equally to wil 
Sin and Holineſs. Yea, (4) Then God takes complacence in Sin. 
Anſwer. Theſe are high charges indeed, and if they conld be 
made good againſt us, we ſhould not deſerve proteCtion from 
any wel-governed Kingdome or State: for what more _ 

nt 


avd Attributes of God. 
fiſtent with civil Government, than to make the Supreme ReCtor 
and Governor of Mankind equally to wil Sin and Holineſſe? But 
thefe Calumanies and Reproches are not of yeiterday, but have 
been time out of mind imputed to the aſſertors of Efficacious 
Concurſe, and therefore we have been more large in the refu. 
ting of them, $. 1. of this Chapter. Thus Bradwardine, De Cauſ. 
L 2.c. 28, p. $72. * When it 1s argued, faith he, that rhe ſinful 
* aft doth pleaſe God Wel, (1) The Adverbe Wel may determine 
©the Verbe to pleaſe God, in regard of the Divine complacence, 
and fo there is no dout, but that as the evil Act [entitatively 
© conſidered? doth pleaſe him, ſo it is highly wel-pleaſing to him : 
© or (2) in regard of the Act that is wel-pleaſing ; and that either 
© in regard of the ſubſtance of the aft, or in regard of its vitio- 
© GGtie: [1] If we regard the aCt natwally, ſo it's true, that it is 
©wel-plealing to God, but if we regard it morally, ſo it's falſe. 
«['27 If we regard the wit:oſitie of the act, fo it is not properly 
& effefted by man, nor yet by God, it being not properly an. 
effect, but pure Privation only. An acute and excellent De- 
ciſion of this Controverſie, were not the minds of men eaten. 
out with Prejudices ; the ſum whereof is this, The Act of ſin en- 

titatively and ſubſtantially conſidered is naturally good, and ſo 

wel-pleaſing unto God, the Author of Nature; yet if we conſider 

it morally m regard of its Vitioſitie, fo it is infinitely diſpleafing . 
to God. This 1s as a Key to open the dore to a more ful ſolu- 

tion.to al objeCtions againit us : ſo that at preſent we need ſay 

no more than this, that our Hypotheſis is no more obnoxious 

to theſe aſperſions, than that of our Adverſaries. Is not the Di- 

vine SanRitie as illuſtrious in Gods predetermining to the ſub- 


' ſtrate mater of Sin, as if we held only with our Adverſaries an 


immediate previous concurſe thereto ? Are not thoſe very Acts, ? 
which are morally evil as to the Sinner, both naturally and morally 
good asto God? Suppoſe he predetermine to the entitative act of 
ſin, yet muſt we thence neceſſarily conclude,that he predetermines 
men to ſin formally conſidered ? Muſt not the ſinful qualities of al 
moral effe@ts be imputed to the ſecond particular caule, and not to 
the firſt univerſal cauſe ? It's true, the Sinner comes ſhort of the 
Divine Law, and therefore ſins, but doth God come ſhort of 
any Law? Has not his Wil the fame Reftitnde which his Nature 
is inveſted with, and therefore whatever he wils mult- be right 


and holy, even becauſe he wils it?: The fia which he governs, 
h is 


ObjeR.3. From 
Gods word. 


I." Preceptives 


ObjeR. 3. From God: Word. Book III 
is it not only ſin in regard of the Creatures wil, not in regard 
of his wil? It is confeſt, that God and the Sinner concur to the 
ſame ſinful a& materially conſidered ; but yet is their Concurſe 
the ſame? Yea is there not morally an infinite diſtance between 
the one and the other? Doth Sin as to Gods Concutſe, include 
any-more than a natural aft, which is in regard of God and the 
conducibilitie it has to his glorie morally good ? but doth it not, 
asto mans Concurſe, ſpeake moral vitiolitie? Again, what doth 
Gods permiſſion of ſin implie, but a natural or judiciary Nega- 
tion of that Grace he is no way obliged to give? But doth not 
ſin as to the ſinner denote a moral privation or deficience of 
that rectitude which ought to be in his act? Is there any thing 
in the world purely, ſimply, and of it ſelf ſinful, without ſome 
ſubſtrate mater naturally good ? What reaſon therefore can our 
Adverſaries allege, why God may not predetermine the wil to 
the aid ſubſtrate mater, without prejudice to his Sanctitie ? 

6. 3. We deſcend now to a third objcftion taken from the 
Word of God, both Preceptive and Promiſſive, which divine Pre- 
determination of the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, doth, ac- 
cording to the Antitheſis of our Adverſaries, render ſeleſſe, im- 
poſſible, yea colluſive and unſincere. For ſay they, Gods Precepts, 
Promiſes and Comminations, whereof mans Nature 5 capable, ſhould 
be al made Impertinences, through his conſtant overpowering thoſe 
that ſhould neglef# them. DE 

1. As to Gods Laws and Prohibitions they urge, That our 
Hypotheſis renders them altogether uſeleſſe, yea naturally and ſimply 
5mpoſſible. This they exaggerate with many fine words and rhe- 
toric flouriſhes, which are the beſt armes they have to defend; 
their declining cauſe with, But having God and Truth, though 
naked and ſimple, on our ſide, we no way dout but to ſtand 
our ground againlt al their fiery, or venimous darts. And in 
anſwer to the firſt part of their Objection from the Impoſlibilitie 
of divine Precepts and Prohibitions, we anſwer, (1) That our 
Adverſaries greatly pleaſe themſelves in their falſe ſophiſtic 
Ideas and Notions of what is poſſible, or impoſſible; which we 
have endeavoured to clear from that ambiguitie and confuſion, 
Chap. 1.5.4. with endeavors to explicate what is poſſible and 
what impoſſible to corrupt Nature, as to divine Commands. 
(2) Weare to know, that the Laws of God in their Second Edi- 
tion were primarily intended to ſublerve the ends of the Goſpel 
as 


Chap. 6. Objett. 3. From Gods Word. 
as to the heirs of Salvation, to whom they are by Grace in an 
Evangelic way made peſſible. The Law is faid to be given in 


rſe and by the hands of the Mediator, 5. e. to ſubſerve his ends, 
een which principally regard the Ele&t. (3) Yet we grant, that 
de the Law is alſo of great uſe even unto Reprobates, [17 In that 
the it lays a great zeltraint on them, not only.as to wicked ations, 
ot, but alſo as to luſts in ſome meaſure, as Exod. 34. 24. The Au- 
"th toritie and Majeltie of Divine Precepts, backed with many ſe- 
Da. vere Curſes, leaves a great awe and reſtraint ſometimes on the 
ot moſt debaucht ſpirits, and ſo keeps their luſts from open vio- 
of lences. i [2] The Precepts are fo far uſeful to Reprobates, al- 
Ng beit they have no power to obſerve them, in that they are there- 
Ne by inſtruſted, how much obedience is wel-pleaſing to God, and 
ur how ungrateful they are in not performing of it : whereby they 
0 are left without al Apologie or Excuſe. The Precept ſhews us 

what we ought to do, not what we can do: it is always impera- 
Ee 1ive, albeit not always operative : and may not the Soverain Lord 
A "require of man the payment of his debts, although by reaſon of 


x his profligate bankrupt humor he hath diſabled himſclf from the 
þ payment of them 2 What excuſe is it for the Sinner to ſay, it is 
impoſſible for him to obey the Precept, whenas the impoſlibilitie 
[ lies in his own wil, not in any force or defe&t on Gods part ? 
Doth he not in that very moment, wherein he is predetermined 
by God to the entitative act of Sin, voluntarily eſpouſe and wil 
that at? And doth not this leave him without al ſhadow of Ex- 
cuſe ? Where can he loge the blame of his Sin but on his own 
crooked deprayed wil, which eleftively and freely d&termines 
_ it ſelf to the Sin, in the ſame moment of time, though not of 
ature, that it is predetermined by God to the entitative act ? 
(4) We aftrme, that Gods certain Preſcience of Mens fins, with 
the conditional Decree of Reprobation, Gods immediate pre- 
vious Concurſe to the cntitative aCt of ſin, and mans univerſal 
impotence to perform what is ſpiritually good,” which are al 
ranted by our Adverſarics, bring ſinners under as great impoſ- 
Fbilitie of obeying Gods Commands, as abſolute Reprobation 
and predeterminative Concurſe to the mater of Sin aſlerted by 
vs. This is wel demonſtrated by a judicious and awakened Ayu- 
thor in his late Letter touching Gods Providence about ſinful 
As, &c. from p. 67. to 74. But becauſe he is a party, I ſhal 
gcntion only the Reſponſe of Davenant, Animadv. p. 341. * As 
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©for-Gods 'Law, which canner be lgpt without ſupernatural Grace, 
*we-ſay, that men are no of any fupernatural Grace, 
conſidered under the abſolute Decrees rhaintained -by S.. Aw 

<.exſtine, and by the Church of Englend, asconfidered nnder the 

<conditional Decrees of late framed by Arminius... And p. 418. 

he ftrongly proves, That Divine eternal Preſcience of future Ati. 

ons or Events infers as abſolute a neceſſitie of ſuch events and umpofſi- 

bilitie of the contrary, as the Decrees of abſolute Predeſtination and: 
R eprobation do.,of which hereafter, $. 8. 

2 From Gods 2. As for the later. part of our Opponents Objettion, From: 
Promiſſes and the Promiſſes and Invitations of God, which .are made uſeleſſe and. 
Invitations. colluſroe by our ſuppoſed divine Predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater 

of Sin, we anſwer, 
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. (4) 41 Pro- (1) That al Gods Promiſſes and -evangelic Invitations, which 


zntenatd for the gended for the eleCt Heirs of Salvation, to whom-they.are many 
= ways uſeful, notwithſtanding Divine Predetermination : For the 
bleſſed God promiſeth life and happineſſe on the condition. of ' 
Repentance and Believing, not as-ifthere were any potence or 
abilitie -in corrupt nature, by its own free-wil, to.accept of theſe 
offers, or performe the Condition on which the offers depend, 
but thereby convincing the Soul of its extreme impotence, -he 
doth together with the offer and invitation made conveigh Grace 
into the elect Soul, . for the inabling of it-to performe the Con- 
dition: So that theſe general and conditional Promiſles are in 
reference to the Eleft, for whom they are primarily-deſigned, 
erative of Grace, albeit as to- others they are only exattive of 
0 utie : whence the impoſlibilitie which attends corrupt Nature. 

is taken off as to the Eleft by Divine Grace. 
(2) The wſe of (2) Neither are thoſe general evangelic Promiſſes and Invi- 
evangelic Pro-tations uſcleſſe as to Reprobates: for, [1] They declare the 
miſſes as to Rt- jnfallible and eſſential connexion -which there is betweenithe 
Probate. condition and the thing promiſed therein, namely, Life andSal- 
vation. And to make this more clear, we are toremember, that 
both Logic and rectified Reaſon aſſares us, that'a conditional 
enunciation doth not always note a poſlibilitie of the Antecedent . 
and Conſequent, but only their neceſſary connexion : that in al 
conditiona CR on which evangelic Exhortations and 
Invitations are founded, there cannot be ſuppoſed an indifferent 
and indeterminate poſſibilitic of the Antecedent and —_ 
ut 


pad Ig are but. branches of the Covenant of Grace, are-primarily in- 
[171 
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” Clips . Dbj.: From Eods' Promifſer end Twoitat ions. 
- but anly the connexion of the: Antecedent with the Conſcquent, 
is evident from that of our Lord, Fohn 15.6, If & man abide not 
«in me hes caſt forth, &c: Whence it is apparent, that a ſolid 
.and ſerious Invitation unto Sinners may be built on a Condition 
in fome mode impoſſible : The God of al grace has, by his evan- 
gelic Conſtitution and Covenant, eſtabliſhed an inviolable con- 
gexion between Faith and- Salvation, fo that this Propoſition is 
iofallibly true, If thox believeſt, thox ſhalt be ſaved : and the holy 
God ven his Miniſters Commiſſion to preach it $0 al Mag- 
ithex is there the leaſt colluſion or fraudulent intention 
on Gods part, albeit he doth predetermine the Moſt of men to 
the/fubſtrate mater of Unbelief: for the ſinceritie of Gods in- 
fon appears in the realitie of the offer, which conſiſtes in the 
infallible connexion of the Conſequent with the Antecedent, 
grounded on the evangelic Pa&um or Ordination, as Davenarnt 


wel obſerves, Amimadverſ. on Gods Love, p. 377. where he ſhews, - 
« That the Decree of God, permitting Pharaoh to abuſe the gifts . 


« of God to his own deftruttion, was not contrary unto the end 
« or uſe whereunto thoſe gifts and ations of God had a fitting 
< ordination in their own nature. Sop. 387, 388. he demonſtrates, 
«That Divine eternal Decrees, whereupon may infallibly be in- 
« ferred the abuſe of Grace temporally offered, do not crofle the 
4 end for which ſuch Grace is adminiſtred to perſons not elected. 
And he gives this reaſon for it, p. 352. *Gods meaning muſt be 
$ always interpreted according to the known nature of the Means, 
* and not according to the unknown Wil of God concerning the 
© infallible event or fſuccefle of the Means. Gods meaning, 
© when he offers any Grace unto men, is that they ſhould per- 
© forme ſuch actions whereunto ſuch grace conduceth : and his 
« meaning when he promiſeth glory unto any man, #f he believe 
© and perſevere, is truely to performe it if he ſodo. But it is not 
© always Gods abſolute wil to cauſe men to uſe his Grace to 
f their own good.— If the Remonſtrants wil have nothing term- 
* ed Gods meaning but his abſolute Wil, in their opinion as wel as 
«* in ours it wil follow, that God had no meaning to give (ain or 
© Fudas ſaving Grace or Glorie. Laſtly, p. 392, 393, 394. he 
proves, That God doth by his wi! of Approbation and (omplacence 
unferanedly wil what he commands and exhorts men to, albeit he dc- 
ree the contrary event. Hence, [2] Theſe general Promiſſes and 
Invitations have this yſe alſo as to Reprobates, that it leaves 
Dd 2 them 
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(G) The Anti-. 
theſis of Antiz . 16 . 
predeterminants. doth as much diſpirit and deſtroy the uſe of Divine Promiſles and 
deftroyeth the 

ue of Promiſſes, 


Thus alſo p- 332.. © Tae Remanſtrants (we: adde. alſo. the: New 
| Methos 


_-— 


them without: the leaſt ſhadow of pretence or Excuſe for their 
unbelief:. tor if God doth by ſuch Promilles and Invitations de- 
clare. his teal intention to ſave men if they believe, and withal 
an expectation that they accept his offers, yea, his complacence 
in. ſuch an acceptation in. order to life, with a proviſion of al 


means neceſſary thereto, what excuſe can men have for unbelief?- 


Wil they ſay, that Gods predetermining men to the entitative 
act of unbelief. contradidts ſuch a real. intention ? Take the Re- 
lie of Davenant, Animadv. p. 271. © We anſwer, that God is 
© no. otherwiſe ſaid to intend outward events, than by providing 
© orderly. means for the producing ſuch events.. Non-eleCtion 
* provideth no means of making men fin, and therefore it in- 
©cludeth no intention of God to make men fin, though it in. 
© clude a. previſion of ſinful Eyents, and a Decree to permit 
© them, &c. | 

(3)- The Hypotheſis of onr Adverſariesin-granting Predeter. 
mination to what is good, and Divine Preſcience of ſinful acts, 


Invitations as ours. For, ['1 ] In that they aſſert none can per- 
forme the condition.required, and ſo embrace the evangelic 


offer made, without efficacious-predeterminative grace, do they 


not leave al Reprobates under as great an impoſlibilitie of Be- 
lieving as we do.? Are not- al offers, for want of this predeter. 
minative Grace, altogether uſeleſle to them, for whom it never 
was intended? [27] So alſo as to Gods.certain Preſcience. of 
their Sins,. did not God, according to their Conceſſions, certainly 


foreknow,. that they would never,. yea never could accept of the 


offers. made to them, without predeterminative Grace, which 
he decreed never to give them? Hence doth not this certain 


-Preſcience infer. as natural and. abſolute impoſlibilitie, as our pre- 


determinative Concurſe to the entitative att of Sin? This is.wel 
argued by. Davevant;. Animadv. p.. 242. * His [Hoard's] .nibbling 
©at the Syzod of Dort, and charging them with mantaining a fa- 
*rab. Decree, is.to little purpoſe, If he cal that fatal, which is 
*certain.and immutable, we are. not: afraid to aſhrm, that al 
* Gads<ternal Decrees are certain and immutable z. and that very 
eternal Decree. of Reprobation, which he. imagines to-follow 
© upon the foreſight of mens-final impenitence, js as-abſolnte-and 
© mmntable, and in this ſenſe. as fatal as that:which we defend. 


The antitheſis. of Antipredeterminants, Ec. Book IN. 
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Clap: 6. What Power we allow to Reprobates. 
* Methodiſts) dare not promiſe Salvation to any perſons repro- 


*their final Infidelitie and Impenitence, but under theſe Con- 
© ditions, Sz crediderint & pantuerint, if. they ſhal believe and re- 
©pent : we afſure them of Salvation under the ſame conditions, 
*notwithſtanding the- abſolute Decree of their Non-eleCtion, 


we adde, and Gods Predetermination to the entitative aCt of 


Sin. 
(4) To put a period to the vain Cavils of our Adverſaries, 
we grant, thafeven Reprobates, notwithſtanding Gods abſolute 


Reprobation, and Predetermination unto the entitative a&t of AKerobares. * 


ſin, ſtil retain a remote radical power and Indifference of wil to 
embrace the good things offered in the Goſpel. For neither 
doth the natural corruption of-the wil, nor yet Divine Prede- 
termination to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin take away: the radical 
Indifference or Flexibilitie of the Wil, or the paſſive; natural re- 
mote power it is naturally. inveſted with, as a rational eletive 
facultie, to embrace whatever. good, whether natural or ſpiri- 
tual, that is abſolutely or conditionally tendered to it : and this 
ſufficeth to ground divine Exhortations and Invitations on ;, for 
the Propoſitions and Offers being made to rational Creatures, 
they might, were they but. willing, embrace the things that be- 
long to their peace tendered to them z but here lies the Plague 
of their hearts, Joh. 5. 40. They wil not, &c. So that the bleſſed 
God making ſuch.gracious offers, ſoſuitable to the needs of a 


* rational creature, and having given him a remote, . paſſive; natw- 


ral power of underſtanding and wil fuited thereto, doth not this 
ſuffice to leave him without al excuſe for his wilful Impenitence- 
and Infidelitie, notwithſtanding the predetermigative Concurſe 
of God to the entitative a& of his Sin? And that. this is the: 
Doctrine of the Calviniſts and Church of. England, we are aſſu: 
red by Davenant, Animadv. yp. 257. * They confeſle, that un 
<der: the Evangelical Covenant, Ss crediderss, ſalvus erw, . If thoss 
© believe, thou eat be ſaved, every man hath a true claimtoEter- 
©nal Life : They confeſſe, that whereſoever is Chriſts- Church; 
«there is ſuch a ſufficient adminiſtration of. Grace as would have 
© ſaved the Non-ele&, had they. not oppoſed a maligdant volun- 

©tary act of their own wil againſt the motions and operations of 
*Divine Grace z according to thoſe. words of our Saviour, Joh. 

63. 17. & 12.49,48. &eAF. 13,46. (alvin ——_ 


©bated, according to their decree founded upon the previſion of 
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the averthrow of Cetermination to the fubſtrate mater of ſin, is, that it overthrows 
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*Objou4. From the overthrow of Religion. ook I. 


© ſa putet, modo fidei viamteneat. He therefore, as wel: as the Re- 
* monſtrants, grants a conditional. poſlibilitie of Grace and Salya- 


<tiontoalmen; but we ſay , the.nan-eleCtare always permitted 


«to failin the performance of the condition. And doth not this 
ſufficiently vindicate the finceritie of God in al his Evangelic pro. 
miſſes, invitations, and tenders of grace and-happineſle, yea every 
way as much as the new Method of our Adverfaries, who grant 
certain preſcience: and predetermination to what is good ? 

$.4- Another ObjeCtion urged by our Opponents againſt pre. 


al Religion, and makes mens faculties, whereby they are capable of me. 
ET remſſe, ſluggiſh, uſeleſſe and oo ; yea they nd not 
to avouch, that this our Hypotheſis apens the dore to Famaliſme, Enthu- 
fraſme, and the moſt prodegioſe impieties and enormuies : This they ag- 
gravate with many rhetoric aggravations. Anfwer, This Objection 
1s grounded on the ſame falſe Hypotheſis with the precedent, 
namely, that the wil predetermined byGod is moved anly by an inward 
violent impulſe, which makes al Gods precepts, promiſſes, and commina- 
28715 mers impertinencies, and mens fasultirs uſeleſſe and vain. What a 
olſe Sophifme this is, and how much the Hypotheſis of onr Ad- 
werſaries fats under the force of it, as wel as ours, we have alrea- 
dy, in what precedes, fufficiently demonſtrated, and ſhal do again 
in what follows. We ſhal only addE at preſent an excellent de- 
monſtration and folution given by judicious Davenant, Animadv. 
£841. # For the ſecond braneh of this reaſon, ns goeth 

t to prove that abſolute predeſtination and rep ton de- 
*Rſrop both Hope and Fear ; it is grounded upon anerror conſuted 
*and rejected by the commun conſent of al Divines, namely that 
*he- eternal Decrees of God concerning futnre events make 
*the contrary events i ble, do make the temporal and ins 
*mediate Agents ta do al they do ont of an abſolute neceſſitic, ha- 
'£ ywg no tidertie i-mode agen toabſtam fromfodoirg, or to do 
+the contrary. Were this trac, the Remonſtrants, who acknow.. 
Hege erernal and abſolute Decrecs, npon a preſuppoſal of an eter- 


* nai abſolute prefgience , ſhou eir Doctrine deftroy hope 
< and fear (the nerves of Religion) as welas we. But more of this 


inanſwer tothe next Objejon. | | 

$ 5.” The laſt Objeftion Wwe ſhul mention, (which is indeed firſt 
im order of nature) is , +þat owr Flyporbeſes xuetthrows the hibertie of 
the 
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Chap. 6. Objoit.5. Frew rhe libervie of the w#l. 209 
the wil, introduceth a ſxt a} neceſſitie , and is the Aarling of Hobbes, 


with the like unjuſt and feandalous reproches. This is much ur- 

ged by Srrangins, Baronins, and fome of name among our ſelves. 

Anſwer, (1) Inthis I confeſſe the ſpirits and principal forces of 1, ;1ju9; of 
al their Objections centre, and that which the Defendents of effi- the New Metho- 
cacious concurſe have been in al Ages nrged with by the'Pelagians 4s in wging 
and Patrones of free-wil. Thus Auguſtin was ever and anon up- *b# o2jecor, 
braided by the Pelagians with-a deligne to introduce a fatal ne-"56;v., with 
ceſſitie : the like the Synod of Dorr has been reproched with by the'"their own ſenti- 
Arminians-: and now , becauſe the name of-ZHobbes ſounds very ments. 
harſh-in Chriſtians ears,therefore that is faſtened on us. But this 

is no new method , but long ſince invented 'by the Accuſer of the. 

Brethren, for the oppreſling of this ſufferingtruth. (2) What the 

true Idea and notion of Libertie includes, andithence how little 


, our Hypotheſis doth infringe the fame , we have ſufficiently de- 


monſtrated in the explication of the libertie of the wil, Chap. 1. 
$.3. (3) Weanſwer with Bradwardzne, lib.z. cap.29. pag.739. that 
God violently impels no man to ſin, albeit he ſpontaneouſly im- 
pels or draws- the wil voluntarily to the ſubſtance of that a 
which has ſin annexed:to it; of which ſee what precedes Chap. 4- 
F. 2. (4) Our Adverſaries ſeem herein very unjuſt, in that they 
faſten their falſe Ideas of predeterminative concurſe and libertie 
on us, and ſo make vs to hold what follows upon their ſentiments. - 
For they placing the wils libertie in an aCtual indifference and in- 
determination ; as alſo making al predeterminative concurſe to 
ate by violent impulfes-on the wil , which being ſo impelled re- 
mains no longer free, but is afted as a machine, cc. it's no won- 
der, if from ſuch falſe principes'their forged conſequence and 
concluſion follows naturally. Thus Strangine, kb.2. cap. 11. p.243; 
makes Gods predetermination to the entitative act of ſin, to be 
an impulſion to ſim. The like is urged by one and another Dt- 


* vine ofnameamong us, who wil allow no- predetermination to 


the entitative aCt of ſin, but what is violent impulſton. It's true 
Bradwardine , lib. g. cap. 29. pag. 739. uſeth the word impel for 
Gods predetermining concurte, and the like Twiſſe ; but then they 
limit it to ſuch a ſpontaneous voluntary mm , as is$no way 
prejudicial to the wilslibertte : But our Adverſaries makeal pre- 
determinative concurſe;even in the ſupernatural a&s-of Grace, to 
be by violent impulſes, ſuch as leave thewil no more power to 
atte in a contrary way , than amere Machine, which is _ 
| y 
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Object. "From the libertie of the Wil. Book 
by a vis impreſſa , 4 force impreſſed from ſome extrinſec efficient; 
for Sana ah themlelves, that to be predetermined even 
in the ſupernatural aCts of Grace, # to be conſtantly managed as mere 
Machines that know not their own uſe. 1 mult confeſs had we ſuch 
Ideas of predeterminative concurſe, it would neceſſarily follow, 
that the human wil is thereby diyeſted of al its libertie ; neither 
can I ſee how-our Adverſaries wil be ever able to defend them. 
Flves againſt the Pelagians and Arminians on their principes, 
which ſuppoſe al predetermination to be a violent impullion like 
that of Machines. Lever diſliked the Carteſian Hypotheſis, which 
makes the ſouls of Brutes to be but Machines; but to make the 
human ſoul and wil of man to be but a Aachine in the reception 
of predeterminative grace or concurſe introduceth that fatal ze- 
ceſſitie the darling of Hobbes, which 1s injuſtly fathered on us. We 
fay, that predeterminative concurſe is as to its principe and mode 
of working the ſame as to natural and ſupernaturab acts ; neither 
doth it in the ane or t'other at al infringe the libertie of the wil, 
but fortifie and confirme the ſame, in that it workes ſweetly ac. 
cording to the e,eharwocan wil, And this I ſhal with much 


confidence aſſert, that we/can with asMuch reaſon defend the con- 
ciliation of humaa libertie with Diyine predetermination of the 
wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, ag'our Adverſaries the New Me- 
thodilts can defend the conciliation of human libertie with Di- 
wine predetermination to the ſupernatural acts of Grace: for al- 
beit the termes produced be different, the one a ſupernatural, the 
other only natural good; yet predetermination as to its principe 
the Divine wil, as alſoas to its manner of working , which is 
agreable to the condition and libertie of the wil, admits no diffe- 
rence. And this Baronizs was ſufficiently apprehenſive of, and 
therefore denied al predetermination ; and I no way dout but that 
ja the iſſue our Adverſaries wil be forced to denie al predetermi- 
nation, or to grant us what we contend for as to the ſubſtrate ma- 
ter of ſin. Yea, (5) we ſhal yet aſcend a degree. higher and at- 
firme, That Gods certain preſcience of ſm , which our Adverſarics 
parry allow , infers as much a neceſſitic on the wil, as pre- 
eterminative concurſe to the entitative act of ſin, This we have 
ſuſficiently demonſtrated , Chap.F5. $. 2. and therefore ſhal here 
only ſuperadde an excellent demonſtration of judicious Davenant, 
Anmadv. pag. 418,4.1g. * For the Divine eternal preſcieace of 
£ future aCtions or events inferreth as abſolute a certaintie , im- 
| « mutabilitie, 


- 


FChap, 7 The geoxine Hypeth. of the Predetermin.chc. 211. 
© <mutabilitie, neceſlitic of ſuch events , . as the Decrees of abſolute 


_ © Predeſtination and Reprobation do (we may adde, by a paritic 
- of reaſon, etermination which is adequate to Dolce De- 


h | crees) © And therefore the Schole-men are as much troubled in an- 
<ſwering the Queſtion, Whether the Divine preſcience, or providence 


4 © brings a neceſſitze to the things foreknowen? as in the other , Whe- 
by © ther Divine predeſtination umpoſeth 4 neceſſitie on things ? And the 
a © Philoſophers, who never dreamed of Predeſtination or Reprobe- 
% « tion, were yet much troubled to ſhew , how any thing could be 
my © fortuitous Or-contingent , admitting an eternal and infallible pre- 
he « ſcience of al future events in God— So that if this Author, or 

© any other Remonſtrant, wil but take the pains to conſider , how 


© the Schole-Divines clear the eternal and infallible preſcience, 
e « wil, and providence of God from impoſing fatal neceſlitie upon 
< events foreſcen, willed, provided, he may with the ſame facilitic 


0 ©know how, to clear the eternal abſolute Decrees of Predeſtina- 
[ * <tjon and Reprobation from impoſing on mens aCtions any fatal 
%y « irreſiſtible neccſſitie. As Gods abſolnte preſcience doth not 
h ©take away the poſlibilitie of the contrary ation or event, no 
al © more doth his abſolute Decree. ' Thus our judicious Daverart, 
" in vindication of the abſolute Decree of Reprobation, which holds 
K, molt true alſo of Divine predetermination as to the ſubſtrate ma- 
1 ter of ſin: for according to the confeſſion of our Adverſaries, 
} Strangius and others , abſolute Reprobation neceſſarily infers Di- 
fl vine predetermination as to the entitative aCt of ſin. 

C — mY CATER 
y CHAP. VIL 

6 , The genuine Hypotheſes of the Predeterminants, with the 
C Antitheſes of their Adverſaries, particularly the 

; New Methodiſts. 

þ (1) The genuine Hypotheſes of the Predeterminants , with the ſalſe 
S Hypotheſes and conſequent s 1mpeſed on them by the Moliniſt s, Armu- 
» mans, and New Methodiſts. (2) The Anubeſes of the New M:- 
e thodiſts, with their danterozus conſequents. 

| q. I. [* has been the practice of our Adverſaries in al Ages to : 
f clothe our Hyperhe/ir of efficacious predeterminative Con- 
curſe with the Bears 06 of many falſe Ideas and black ugly con- * 


E e ſequences, 


ar rhe greet Tm hd Giki, 


ny fair and colorable pretextes; wherefore tofvindicate our ſclveg 
ahd utimaſque them,” we ſhal adde”, as a Cbyomns to this-Difcourfe, 
the penvine Tenthments of ſach-as defend Diyine ermina. - 
tion, &c, as alfo the proper Antitheſes of their Adverfaries, 


Fequences, but their own 4ntirheſis with eel tlorbing of ma. 


the 


— 


- Thmnbolor of. The falſe Hypotheſes and Con. 
The m_-_ Hypot heſe p of ſequents impoſed on the Pre- 
of t e Predetermmants. determinants, by Moliniſts, 


Arminians, and New Metho- 
dilts, E 4 <0 bþ 
1, Here is nothing future 1. #YOas abſolute Decrees, which 
but -dependently on give futurition to things 
fome abſolute Decree of God, take away al power! from the cre.- 


either effeive or permiſſive. ture of alting contrarily, yea mgke . 
the contrary naturally, and ſwnply 
: impoſſible. 

2, TheFuturition of the en- - 2. The futurition of ſim ts from 
titative a&t of that which is ſin- the effettive wil of God, yea very 
ful, is from the effeftive wil of God, Str, 631,632, 635. Le BI. 
God. Concord.Libert.par.1.Theſ. 55, 

QC. P.4.54 4 before, c.5.$.1, 

3: The Futurition of ſin is = 3. The Decree of God giving 
from the permiſſive wilof God, ſuturition to fin neceſſitates men 
efficacioully decreeing to leave to ſor, 
men unto ſin. þ 

4. The actual exiſtence 0 4. The exiſtence of fm 11 from 
ſm is the conſequent , but not . Ryprobation as the proper cauſe 
the effeft of Reprobation...' - . thereof, 

5: God abfolutely dectredto - 5. God impelled and neceſſiate 
permit Adams Fal, Strang. 858. Adam #o fa!, Baron. Metaphyf. 
Davenant, Animadv.p.322,323. 150, IT, : 

6. Gods Decree to permit 6. Gods efficacious Decree- to 
{in is not otioſe, but efficacious. permit fin makes him the Author 

Of .fi7, 

7. God efficactouſly decrees La God wils and decrees ſin as 
to permit ſin. for the manifelta- ſin, yea ſimply wils and intendes 
tion of his own Glorie, the damnation of Sinners. BORL 

8. 


/1 


. 8. Gods abſolute Decree of 
Reprobation impels no man to 
lin, Ward, pag. 132. | 
'& There is no att. ſo ſub- 

ſtantially and intrinſecally oil, 
but the. vitiolifie thereof :may 
be ſeparated from the entita- 
tive: act. © 

10, God doth not predeter- 
mine, mych leſſe impel aty 
marfto the leaſt fin. - 

1x. God doth not predeter- 
mine the wil to. any finful act, 
as it morally refers to its ob- 
ject, but only, phyſically ,, Alva- 
rez, refer. Strang. 240+: 242. 

12: Gods . predetermiging 
the wil to the material entita- 


_ tivea@, whereunto fin is an- 


nexed , doth not beſpeak him 
the Author of Sin. ' 
13. God, by his efficacious 
wil and atuoſe providence per- 
mits the wil to ſin, but is no 
moral-efficient thereof. 
14. God , by predetermi- 


'ning the wil to the entitative 


act of ſin, doth not temt men to 
ſin, Fam. 1. 13. 

15. In ſinful afts God prede- 
fertniries the wil only to the en- 
titative aft, not. to its ſinful. 
neſſe; but in good-aQts., God 
predetermines the wil not only 
to the act, but alſo to the good. 
neſſe thereof. 


16. Sin is committed againſt , 


Gods wil of complacence and 
approbation , but not+ againſt 
his wil of natural permiſſion, 


* Chap. Mhefalfe thyobls. aa Confer tirpoſad;ehers © ohh 


8. Gods abſolute Decree of Re- 
probatzon' impels men to ſin, - 


-', 9.:Jth atts. ruth evil the 
 vittoſotie cammes be ſeparated from 


the entes Ati aft Conſidered mr its 


individual nature. 


IO. Predetermynative coneurſe 
brings men under a fatal and Hob- 
bian neceſſite of ſmning, '''' © 

11. In atts intrenſecally 'evs/ 
Gad predetermines the wil to the 
att as ſinfully relating to its oh- 
Jett, Strangius,. pag. 2064 234, 
240, &c. : | 

12. Gods predetermining ' the 
wil to the material entitatrve att 
of ſin makes him the cauſe of ſin, 
Strang. pag. 341, 342. Baron. 
Metaph. 150, 151." 

1 3; Ws Sinner doth not deter- 
mime himſelf to any ſinful a# a 
other way than Cel g. _ 
242, 243+ 

14. God doth more than temt 
men to fin, in that he predeter- 
mines. the wil thereto, Strang, 
Pag. 269. 

15. Predeterminative concurſe 
to the entitative att of fin maketh 
God to afford as much influence 
and concarrence to the worſt of 
attions as to the beſt, Strang.pag. 


277. 


16. God doth not only permit 
ſm , but approve of it , yea take 


complacence in «. 


Ee 2 17. Pre- 


The Antithiſes 
of the New Me- 
thodiſts and An- 
tiprediterms- 
nants, with 
their conſt- 

, ents. 


$ A #4 l 
. S a 2 — " : bd - BY io / 4. an, SPS © - » 
s 8 MA _— - thus OS X ey W 3 - A * = © 
P : "4 6 y_ *% 
- + 
. +? . ; 8 
The:; | 
: 
» 
# 


s Pe : 
. jp _— 
- 4 l ww 
*. , 4 * 
* - ” 
- 
% - 
- 


. Teceiving 


natural entitative at of fin is 
very wel conſiſtent with the na- 
tural libertie of the wil, and its 
naural, paſſive, remote power of 


w$,. and obeying 


the ſame. 


18, Gods predetermination 
to the natural entitative act of 
fin may very wel be reconciled 
with his amckinand 
finceritie ia the prohibition and 
puniſhment of {1n. 

19. God puniſheth one fin 
by leaving men to another, yet 
without” being guilty of the 
tealt ſin. 


20. Sin by Divine wiſdome . 


is, made a means accidentally 
utile and ſubſervient. to Divine 
glorie, albeit.it hath. no moral 
donitie in it.- 

21, Al Gads invitations; 
comminations , exhortations , 
and promiſſes argue in God a 
real wil of approbation; and 
Evangelic intention. that. Sin- 
ners repent and live, albeit they 
never repent. 

22. Gods phyſic compla- 
cence is. towards. the entitative 
natural act of ſin,, and yet his 
moral diſplicence. is againſt its 
obliquitie and vitioſitie, 


17. Predetetinination to the. 


17. Predetermination to the 
natural entitative att of fin, de- 
ftroys the libertis of the wil, intre- 
duceth a fatal neceſſitie, and make: 
the mater of al Gods Laws to A- 
dam and bu poſteritie, a natural, 
ſomple, and abſolute -_- qa 
Strang. 567. Bar. Metaph. 150. 

18. Gods predetermmation to 
the entit ative alt of ſin 1 errecon- 
cileab.e with bis wiſdome and fin- 
ceritie in prohubiting and puniſh- 
ing ſi, Baron. Metaphyfi. pag. 

152, 
Ig. Ged, mn puniſhing ſin 
efficacious - derel; Glow gp put 
mon ts ſin, becomes guilty of ſin. 


20. God wils ſin and approves 
of it 45 a means naturally and mo- 
rally conducing to his glorit... 


21. That Gods predetermina- 
tive Concurſe to the ſubſtPate ma- 
ter of ſin mikes- him not-really to 
intend what he pretends to 'by al 
his invitations, promiſſes, commi- 
nations, and exbortations to re- 
pent. 

22, God takes not: only phyſic 
complacence inthe entitative, att, 
but moral complacence- in ſin, by 
predetermining the-wil 'to the ents 
tative aft thereof. 


$. 2, Having given the proper Hypotheſes of the Predctermt. 
nants., with the falſe Hypotheſes and conſequences impoſed on 
them by their Adverſaries ,\,we now procede to-laydown the pro-. 
p-r Antitheſes of the Antipredeterminants, and-mare particular-* 
ly of the New Methodiſts, and the dangerous conſequences —_— 


nate: ally reſult therefrom. 


% * $7 \ 


F Chap. 7. The dntitheſer of the New Methodiſts, 


The Antitheſes of the New 


Methodiſts and Antipre- 
determmants. 


1, HE Futurition of al- 

things is not from the 
Divine wil and decree, Strang. 
628, 631, 

2, The futurition of althings 
is not- ſimple , but complexe, 
my 640: 

3. The futurition-of althings 


' is not eternal. 


4. The ſame particular cauſe 
that-gives exiſtence to any 
thing gives futurition to it, 

5. The futurition of the en- 
titative aCt of ſin is not from 
the wil of God , but the wil of 
man, Strang. 585, 628, 631, 


632. Le Blanc, 4.54- 


'-6, Whatever God wils he 


-approves :. or complacence. is 


eſſential to al afts of Gods wil, 


Strang. 546, $48. 
7. Gad decrees not the enti- 


tativeact unto which ſin is in- 


trinſecally appendent., Srrarg. 


.$6Z, 587. 


$8; There. is-a twofold De- 
cree in.God, one abſolute, the 
other reſpective, conditionate, 
and conſequent, Srrang. 546- 

op. Al Gods Decrees are not 
| wry wo. but ſome general 


_ only, Strang. 558. 


df 


Se. 


The dangerous Conſe- 
quents of thoſe An- 
titheles. 


bh Othing 1s certainly and 
N pars Fel future 9 


2. Complexe Propoſitions are in 
order of. Nature before their fim- 
le termes. 

3. Go4 did not from al Eterni- 
tie foreſee althings ſuture. 

4. Nothing is future before it 
5s exiſtent , at leaſt in its particu- 
lar cauſes, 

5- The futurition of ſinful afts 


55 a mere coutingense to God, 


*- 6. There 1s in God avellette, 


or imperfef# conditional vol:tion 
which never takes effect, 


7. There 3s ſomething in Na- 
ture which was never decreed by 
the God of Nature. 


8. Godhath a general antece- 
dent conditional love and deſire of 
the Salvation of al men. 


9. Some Decrees'of God may 
be fruftrated and never come to 
paſſe. 

10. Repro- 


10. Reprobation is not ab- 
ſolute, but conditional, depen- 
<tc onthe greviſion of mq3s 
aCtpa}. ops, 

221: 3 

11, Gods preſcience of mens 
fins is conditional, and depen- 
dent. on mens free-wil, not on 
the Decree of God, Srrarg.64-2, 
647. » 
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12. Gods permiſſion of ſin | 


is only privative ard inefficact- 
.ous, Baron. Metaphyſ. 157, 158. 


13. God wils only his own 
perriſſion of ſin , not the exi- 
ſtence of ſin by his permiſſion, 
Armin. 

14. There is a twofold Con- 
curſe of God, the one predeter- 
minative, the other only gene- 
ral. 

15. It doth not belong to 
the perfeQtion of Gods Provi- 
dence abſolutely to predefine 
and predetermine al free acts 
of the human wil, Baron. 21eta- 
phyſ. 147. Strang. 568, 584. 

16. Al poſitive real Beings 
and aCts are not from' God as 
the firſt cauſe of Nature, Srrarg. 


584, 630. 


17, God predetermines to 
what is good , but not to the 
-material entitative act 'of that 
which is.intrinſecally. evil, 
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IO. The reaſon why God hated 
Eſau and loved Jacob muſt not be 
iNeſefved apt bi Tedaaie. or good 
pleaſs re of God, iorvce hs pre- 
pet Efatt't 2tfgdP and frat 
diſobedcrve wad Jags obedience. 
I1. Theres Scientia media, 
or middle Science 5 God, deper- 
dent on mans ambulatory Wil," and 
Jo only conjettur al and uncatt ain. 


12, God as an idle Speibator 
looks on the wicked world, but doth 
ner, neither can omnipotently rule, 
diſpoſe and order ther ſinſul afts 
for his glovie; 0 

13. When's ſaid, that God 
wils the perinsſſion of ſin , it muſt 
be underſtood only of the effeft. 


14, Al Divine Concurſe it not 
particular, total , immediate and 


effic acrons, 


I5. The creature 1s in. ſome 
natural atts independent and the 
firſt cauſe of its own atts > or, the 
ſecond 7] = att without be- 
ing applied and attxated by the 
fir# Ss 7 

16, God can makg 4 creature, 
which by —_ its Capacitie pro. 
ſerved and maae habile, can of #- 
ſelf att without 1mediate efficaci- 
04 concurſe, Baron. 131, 

17. Supernatural good is from 
Goa, but not al pode, —__ 


18, What 


[ 
| 


18. What is predetermined 
is naturally and ſimply impoſli- 


| ble. 


19. Man in his lapſed ſtate 
has a moral power to cloſe 
with Divine exhortations and 
offers. 

20, Unregenerate men may 
prepare themſelves for the en- 
tertainment of Grace. 


21, To predetermine the 
wil to the entitative act of ſm is 
to impel men to ſin. 

22, Diving -predeterminati- 
on to the entitative al -bt {in 
puts an end to human lider- 


Lie. 


23. Some. human: acts are 
indifferent 2 »dFvidw , and ſo 
neither/good not evil. 

Some humaa acts are ſo 
intrinſecally evil , that the vi- 
tioſitie cannot be ſeparated 
from the entitative aCt. 


Chap. 7. the dengerow Con ſequences of thoſe 4ntitheſer. 


18, Efficacious grace in (on- 
verſion deſtroyeth NG [ng 
rie. 

Ig. Gods efficacious Concurſe is 
in the power of mens natural free 
wil, either to uſe or refuſe the 
ame. 

20. God veuchſafeth to al men 
ſufficient grace , which if wel im- 
proved, he wil reward with effica- 
crous grace, Strang. 229. 

21. Al Predetermination im- 
pels thewil, and afts it as a mere 
Machine. 

22, Theteis a twofold libertie, 
one eſſential to the wil , bue (eſſe 
proper, the other accidental, comp 
ſiſting in indifference, which is moſs 
proper. 

23. eAl bumau atts ought not 
to be performed for Gods glorit. ' 


24. The vitioſitte of fin is ef- 
ſential to ſome hnman natural atts, 
as natural, 


We do not produce the conſequents here drawen from the An: 


titheſes of Antti 


erminants, as their proper ſentiments, at 


leaſt not of al that eſpouſe thoſe Antitheſes, but only as ſuch as 
may be naturally and logically deduced from their Antitheſes, al- 
beit they do not formally aſſent to al of them. 
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